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ABSTRACT
The Use o f Portfolios to Inform Classroom Practice is a  case study 
examining the effects of a portfolio assessm ent system introduced into a 
second grade classroom. The research was based on the philosophical 
analysis of Duschl and Gitomer (1991) who describe the concept of a 
“portfolio culture”: as a  result of using literacy portfolios in the 
classroom, w hat changes, if any, occur in students’ metacognition, 
attitudes, behaviors, empowerment and engagement? The Elementary 
Reading Attitude Survey as well a s  two teacher-constructed semantic 
differentiEd instrum ents were used  to collect quantitative m easures on 
the effects of portfolio use. These m easures were supplemented with 
interviews of parents and  children as well as teacher observations to 
characterize the changes that occurred in the class as a result of the 
introduction of the portfolio assessm ent system. The outcomes from this 
analysis indicated th a t there were positive changes in all aspects under 
study.
Ui
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CHAPTER 1
PORTFOLIOS IN INFORMED CLASSROOM PRACTICE
Introduction
In the past several years there have been changes in perceptions 
and practices in the teaching and  learning of what has been traditionally 
called the language arts. Many educators have tried to im plem ent 
change based upon the la test research findings. A mismatch often exists 
between cu rren t views of assessm en t in literacy learning and the 
standardized, norm -referenced testing  typically used  to m easure  
students' achievement (Valencia & Pearson, 1990). This m ism atch has 
had  a negative im pact on teachers, students, and curricu lum  and  
instruction in schools (Archibald & Newman, 1988: McNeil, 1988). To 
counteract these negative effects there has been exploration into 
alternative methods and form s of assessm ent, such as, portfolios th a t 
are more congruent with recent research findings, theory, and practice.
The traditional perspective of literacy assessm ent presents a view 
of literacy as a hierarchical structuring  of discrete, decomposable, and 
decontextualized skills and subskills th a t may be taught in isolation and 
applied to the production of language episodes. For example, learning 
the subsk ills of phonics leads to the ability to decode prin ted  
information which in tu rn  allows a person to read. This approach to the
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
2
teaching of literacy is m atched fairly well with the classroom practice of 
a routine of testing to determine whether children have learned or 
m astered those subskills. There have been many normed and 
standardized tests developed to test for those skills.
In the second more recently developed body of literature, based on 
constructivism (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1984) or 
interactivist writing (Rumelheirt, 1975, p. 573), literacy is defined "as the 
process of constructing m eaning through the dynamic interaction of the 
reader, the text, and  the context" (Lipson & Wixson, 1986, 1991). This 
second view sees all language use as process-oriented and complex. That 
is, language use is multidimensional and interactive and the teaching of 
language should recognize this premise as foundational. Therefore, 
evcduation and assessm ent need to be multidimensional and  reflect more 
closely w hat children are actually required to do. Standardized tests, in 
this second approach, do not give clear or full information about w hat 
children are able to dem onstrate or achieve because the data  they provide 
relate to com ponent parts of reading rather than  to the whole process.
Teachers and  practitioners who believe in the tenets of the second 
approach have sought ways to collect information and docum ent studen t 
progress and achievement. Their efforts to date, however, have been 
unsystem atic and only weakly linked to instructional practice (Wolf, 
1992). Therefore, in many instances, teachers are teaching with the 
constructivist philosophy b u t assessing with traditional methods. This 
inconsistency in approach to evaluation of literacy has prompted a  call 
for alternative forms of assessm ent which are more compatible with the 
current views and goals in  literacy, such as a portfolio approach to 
assessm ent (Valencia & Pearson, 1987; Valencia, McGinley, & Pearson, 
1991).
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The purpose of this study was to examine portfolios as one m eans 
of alternative assessm ent. As a second grade teacher, I apply 
constructivist principles in literacy teaching. As 1 have been 
professionally frustrated by the mismatch between learning approaches 
and evaluation practices, 1 have explored portfolio assessm ent in term s 
of its appropriateness to my teaching practice.
Background of Study
As is the case with many other teachers, 1 have spent the last 
several years trying to understand the philosophy of whole language and 
to incorporate practices in my teaching that fit th a t philosophy. It has 
taken time and study. The whole language movement itself has grown 
and changed as practitioners and researchers have explored better ways 
to teach and learn.
The first p art of the agenda for me seemed to be to make changes 
in planning and instruction. It soon became clear th a t alternative 
methods of reporting and assessing student work and  progress th a t more 
closely m atched instruction were necessary. 1 had used checklists, 
rubrics, anecdotal records, and self-developed instrum ents for observing 
and recording student growth. The children in my classes used journals, 
logs, and writing folders to record and collect their work.
In 1991 1 became aware of portfolios as a m eans of assessm ent in 
literacy applications b u t did not understand their use. My experience 
with portfolios had been as a student in art classes where 1 was required 
to keep them to dem onstrate growth and progress in art related projects. 
They were both a  collection of work samples as well as a collection of my 
learnings and applications as I was exposed to new techniques a n d /o r  
concepts. Therefore, I had some knowledge about portfoUos in general.
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I knew that portfolios themselves were not new. They had been used for 
hundreds of years as a means of collecting and  sampling the products of 
a person's study. They were and are portable and usually contain a 
collection of paperwork. Often portfolios dem onstrate aspects of a 
person's growth. In every case, two facets of the portfolio collections 
were to be observable-the process and the product of the person's efforts. 
However, 1 did not have a clear understanding of how portfolios were 
used in classrooms in conjunction with literacy assessm ent or what 
made them different from such tools as writing folders.
1 decided to examine the proper place of portfolios in literacy 
assessm ent as it would apply to my elementary classroom. After 
extensive reading of articles in the  literature and  listening to the actual 
experiences of other teachers, it seemed to m e th a t most of what was 
being described was a  type of how-to approach to facihtate the use of 
portfolios. Other related issues were such factors as stakeholders in 
assessm ent, portfolio ownership, physical characteristics of portfoUos, 
how they might be managed or se t up, and several other practical 
considerations. Each of these aspects helped me to understand why 
portfoUo use was gaining popularity emd how it supported the whole 
language orientation, b u t 1 still could not find m uch in the literature 
th a t dealt with the central contribution(s) th a t portfoUos would make to 
instruction.
Duschl and Gitomer (1991) present a framework that helped me to 
begin to envision a concept of portfoUos tha t went beyond recording and 
reporting into their use as a form  o f inquiry learning. They describe a 
classroom environment th a t uses portfoUos and engages much 
student/teacher interaction and reflection as "portfoUo culture ". This 
article was pivotal in initiating m y investigation.
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Although much has been written about options for the structure 
and appearance of portfolios, it seemed im portant to understand the 
deeper uses of portfolios. W hat would having a "portfolio culture" mean 
in the dynamics of my classroom? 1 began to see portfoUos as intimately 
connected to cognition and  empowerment if reflection and self- 
evaluation were an  essential part of their use. This seemed like 
something im portant for teachers to know and understand. My goal was 
to understand and explore the impUcations of the use of portfoUos on 
the learning of my students and to see how estabUshing a "portfoUo 
culture" impacts on the instruction, attitudes, and perceptions of the 
children in my classes. The physical nature of the portfoUo and how it is 
used are of far less importcince and relevance to me than  their effect on 
children's learning and educational functioning.
The Study
Much of the research th a t is being done and shared in educational 
circles is conducted by practicing teachers as they try to apply theory to 
their teaching practice and to let tha t research inform their professional 
decisions. The teacher-as-resecircher approach is not only becoming 
increasingly popular, it is also looked upon with an increasing degree of 
respect and relevance to educational progress. In the last several years 
there has been a shift in the focus of m any educational studies from 
"research on classrooms to research in classrooms " (HoUy, 1989, p. 84).
An example of such a  study was conducted by Pessin (1991) in 
which the author identified a need for more authentic forms of 
assessm ent which were rooted in close student observation and thorough 
and systematic documentation of learning. Pessin's (1991) evaluation 
focused on four levels of functioning:
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(1) metacognitive (ability to think about one's own thinking
processes; to be self-evaluative, self-monitoring, self-
corrective, self-directed),
(2) cognitive (comprehension and application of skills and
strategies),
(3) affective (changes in attitudes), and
(4) behavioral (changes in perception, production, and
reflection).
Pessin's (1991) four levels of functioning informed my study and 
were used to structure the research and organize the collection of data. 
The level th a t is of the most interest in my study is metacognition. To 
analyze changes th a t occur in metacognition requires a  close 
examination of individual entries in a  portfolio kept over a  reasonably 
long period of time. This kind of observation is often conducted using a 
case study approach, which 1 have employed in this study.
The other three levels of functioning can  be examined using 
quantitative techniques, specifically, the sem antic differential which has 
been used with success in affective and behavioral studies (Scott, 1967; 
Oles, 1973; Nyberg & Clarke, 1982).
Thus, in order to more completely evaluate the effects of using a 
portfoUo and estabUshing a portfoUo culture in the classroom, 1 decided 
to use a  combination of quaUtative and quantitative research methods. 
This was done with the hope of increasing the scope of the results and 
gaining a stronger foothold on the impact of portfolios on Uteracy.
The Research Q uestion
PortfoUos appear to offer a method of alternative assessm ent tha t 
is compatible with the philosphy sind approach of whole language. There
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seems to be a  mounting quantity of literature that details various and 
specific forms, aspects, and  applications of portfolio use.
My resecirch question examined children's context of learning 
through observing what changes occur in students' thinking, learning, 
and their approach to leam ing-when they take charge of their own 
learning experiences, or negotiate curriculum  and select projects and 
experiences. This view encompasses a  broad range of learning from 
engagement to empowerment-concepts beyond those experiences 
conventionally considered integral to the learning itself. In addition, 1 
explored the learners' changes in attitude as they engaged in the inquiry 
required by keeping a portfolio. As a teacher, 1 wanted to know if there 
were strong and valuable reasons for using portfoUos in the classroom 
that go beyond organizational, managerial and cognitive ones. Therefore, 
my question for this study was
A s a  result o f using literacy portfolios in the classroom, 
w hat changes, if any, occur in student metacognition, 
attitudes, behaviors, empowerment and engagement?
The Lim itations
While the children were the owners of their own portfoUos and 
used them  to report their learning and progress to parents and others, it 
was not the intention of th is  study to evaluate the effect of portfoUo use 
on aU of the various stakeholders who were involved with the portfoUo 
information. For example, children m ight reflect on how it felt to show 
the portfoUo and explain their growth to their parents, and parents were 
asked for some input b u t only for the purpose of estabUshing a context 
for student responses. The focus in this study was on children's 
perceptions and attitudes.
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Another limitation involved acknowledging the inability to 
generalize from methodologies tha t use case studies. As Lincoln and  
G uba (1985) point out, establishing confidence in the tru th  value of the 
findings of the study may occur a t the expense of perceived applicability 
in other contexts and with other people. It is, therefore, the 
responsibility of the researcher to clearly detail the context and 
methodologies of the study. While a concern of practitioners is to decide 
w hether or not a  case study has any relevance to their own practice, "the 
responsibility for judgm ent about logical generalizations resides w ith the 
reader rather than  the researcher. The reader m ust examine the 
circum stances of the case to detennine the ways in which the case fits 
the circumstances of the reader’s own situation" (Erickson, 1990, p.
174).
D efinitions
There are several terms that are used th a t may need defining to 
establish a foundation from which to proceed. Several of these term s 
seem  to change meaning with different contexts in the literature and  
certainly may be ambiguous to readers.
It would seem tha t the critical definition of this study is th a t of 
portfolio. Portfolios have been used in many ways and for differing 
purposes in education. One of the m ost comprehensive definitions of the 
school based portfolio is an  expansion of the one developed by the 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (Northwest Evaluation 
Association).
A portfolio is a purposeful, interrelated collection of 
student work tha t exhibits the studen t’s efforts, 
progress, and achievements in one or more areas. The 
collection includes student participation in selecting
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contents, the criteria for selection, the criteria for 
judging merit, and evidence of student self-reflection.
The portfolio communicates w hat is learned and why it 
is im portant (Paulson, Paulson, Meyer, 1991, p. 60).
Whole Language is a  term tha t is associated with a  philosophy of 
teaching and learning based upon "wholeness". Children, Uterature, and 
approach are seen as whole. The view of "whole children" is tha t they are 
each individual with varying strengths and levels of development. 
Education should be modified to fit the needs and  circum stances of each 
child, not the child made to fit an  inflexible and predetermined 
educational program. Children need to be observed and understood so 
that the "whole picture" can be seen by their teachers. Only in this way 
will the teachers come to know what to do to assist each child 
(Goodman, 1985). Language should also be taught as whole-whole, 
meaningful communication so that the learner's past experience and 
context are able to help in  understanding and applying new information 
to generate new knowledge. Skills and subskills are still taught in a 
whole language program b u t instruction takes place in the context of 
whole, meaningful selections of language and is a  response to it.
Meaning has priority (Salinger, 1994). Instruction moves from the whole 
to the parts of language.
In this study, literacy refers to the ability to read, write, speak, 
listen, and view with enough confidence and competence to communicate 
successfully in society. Sometimes literacy has only been associated 
with the abihty to read a t a  basic standard. Literacy involves more than 
reading. It is accepted th a t all aspects of language are interrelated. The 
standard or level of expected or acceptable literacy has shifted in society. 
At this time it has increased to involve critical reading and 
comprehension, even critical media deconstruction-not ju s t  an ability to
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decode simple text. Critical thinking an d /o r critical reading are 
currently im portant goals of education. They involve the inclination and 
ability to examine things from different points of view, and to develop, 
test, and  apply theories in order to come to understand experience 
(Cooper, 1986). This ability is valued as an asset in being able to think 
and solve problems in the practical world.
Metacognitton is thinking about thinking. It is a thought process 
examining horn we make decisions including reflection, analysis, and 
planning to take action; knowledge about and regulation of cogntitive 
processes.
Alternative assessm ent is an ongoing process of looking at the 
products and processes of children's growth to see specifically what 
learning is taking place and how children are responding to instructional 
experiences.
Evaluation is a more comprehensive term than  assessment. It 
includes assessm ent b u t is more global and involves making necessary 
changes to instruction, curriculum, specific programs, and any other 
factors in the classroom th a t impact on learning.
Reflection is the active, persistent, and careful consideration of any 
belief or supposed form of knowledge in light of the grounds tha t support 
it and the consequences to which it leads (Dewey, 1933).
Empowerment is a  m uch valued and much used term in today's 
educational writing. It refers to helping people to become proactive-to 
act for themselves rather than  to be acted upon; to see themselves as 
having the information and the power to be free agents for change and 
decision making in their own lives.
Engagement simply refers to the involvement of children in the 
process of learning: a condition of self-motivation and interest with a
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degree of willingness and even eagerness to participate in the learning 
process.
Attitudes are inferred affective values or mental dispositions which 
are associated with the learning activities which are part of the school 
curriculum.
Behaviors include ciU those observable actions which occur in the 
process of leeiming.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE:
FORMAL AND INFORMAL ASSESSMENT
Most educators agree that assessm ent and evaluation are 
important aspects of teaching and learning. There are many purposes for 
assessing student learning emd many types of assessm ent strategies. 
Portfolios are often used as a part of assessment. This chapter seeks to 
define the place of portfolios in assessm ent and, thereby, to link a 
portfolio system  of assessm ent to the theoretical body of literature which 
supports my study.
In the past several years there has been a  movement among 
educators toward naturalistic assessm ent (Moore, 1983). An examination 
of the history of assessm ent can assist in understsinding naturalistic 
assessm ent and why there is a move to incorporate it into language 
literacy programs.
History of A ssessm ent
Most people identify assessm ent as synonymous with testing.
Teachers have always had  to give grades and to differentiate between
students based on performance checks and these checks have nearly
always been based on tests of some kind (Bertrand, 1991). S tudents
have traditionally been required to show proof of learning by being able
to perform well in structured  testing situations, "... students were given
12
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performance tests on spelling, composition, grammar, and handwriting 
as early as Colonial times in the United States" (Wolf, 1992, p. II). 
However, "all formal assessm ent of students' achievement from Colonial 
times until the middle of the nineteenth  century was conducted orally" 
(Moore, 1983, p. 957). The testing focus was on elocution and 
memorization.
The shift toward written examinations began in 1845 when Horace 
Maim conducted an  evaluation of Boston schools. He felt that the oral 
testing he witnessed was unfair and displayed little objectivity. Testing 
officials had to make up a  series of questions for a  group of students. 
Since all would be present to hear all of the questions and responses, the 
officials had to have different questions for everyone. Therefore, some 
questions were better an d /o r easier to answer than  others-putting some 
students at a distinct disadvantage. Maim issued a report stating that 
written tests would be far more objective, as all students would have the 
opportunity to answer the same questions; theoretically they would be 
on equal ground. He felt tha t if all studen ts were given the same test, it 
would be easier to compare students with each other and to compare 
schools as well (Moore, 1983).
In the early 1900s the pressure was applied from the pubUc to have 
schools be more scientific and m odem , and education be more efficient 
and effective. Standardized tests were created in the hope of collecting 
data for all kinds of educational decisions and th a t they could be used 
among an ever widening group. Tests were produced so that students all 
wrote answers to identical questions and in similar conditions. Test 
makers tried to include directions an d  criteria for marking these exams 
to make the results more comparable.
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However, more than  one teacher marked the examinations and it 
became evident that a variety of teachers marked written tests very 
differently. Teacher marking was too variable and subjective to be viewed 
as a  reliable measure of achievement. Therefore, educators sought for 
ways to further objectify testing by making tests that required little or no 
hum an judgment in grading-rather they were simply marked right or 
wrong. Examples of such tests are True and False and Multiple Choice.
The main person responsible for creating and promoting 
standardized testing was E. L. Thorndike. He worked at Columbia 
University smd involved his students in assisting him in producing a 
multitude of tests that he felt would yield objective and scientific 
m easures of student achievement. They started making tests in the area 
of mathematics bu t eventually made tests to measure reading 
comprehension. Two different kinds of standardized tests were 
developed. Most tests fall into one or the other category. They are: 
norm-referenced and criterion-referenced.
Norm-referenced tests are m eant to compare the achievement and 
abilities of individuals within a large group. Results indicate where each 
person scored in comparison with others who had written the test. The 
group is usually well defined so tha t the test comparison has some 
meaning. For example, a general intelligence test might be administered 
to all university applicants to see how individuals within that common 
group might be able to perform in comparison with other students.
Criterion-referenced tests usually deal with a  narrower range in 
knowledge. They are designed to test the learning of each student on 
some body of knowledge to which s /h e  has been exposed. The objective 
is focused on grading and assessing specific student learning and 
performance. They may be based on time, num ber correct, or a
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combination of both and usually  involve a  philosophy of mastery 
learning. Part of the rationale for using them is to discriminate 
individual strengths and weaknesses of students.
From 1915 onward there were an  incredibly large num ber of tests 
produced. "By 1928, over 1300 published tests were in existence, with 
statistically calculated validity and reliability. By 1944, over 60 million 
standardized tests were administered to over 20 million people"
(Bertrand, 1991, p. 191. Tests have not gone away. Standardized tests 
are now used for some purpose in almost all school systems, colleges, 
and universities.
The types of questions and the testing techniques used in 
standardized testing have frequently been adopted by teachers in creating 
teacher-made tests to periodically m easure student learning. The type of 
data sought is quantifiable so tha t statistical comparisons can be 
produced. Teacher-made tests eire usuciUy used to assign grades to 
students or to ascertain w hether or not the curriculum  has been 
taught/leam ed. Commercially produced tests are often used to make 
decisions about placements, advancements, entremce to special 
programs, etc. The bottom line is that the testing movement has become 
deeply embedded in almost every aspect of North American educational 
systems.
The types of testing discussed so far have been termed form al 
assessm ent. In practice alm ost from the beginning of the testing 
movement there has also co-existed informal assessm ent by teachers. 
Informal assessm ent involves using various methods of assessing 
student learning that does not necessarily involve m easurem ent 
specialists. In 1946 Emmett A. Betts published a text entitled
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Foundations o f Reading Instruction in which he outlined a  detailed 
approach to giving Informal Reading Inventories (IRls). IRIs are still 
being used  and developed in an attem pt to gain a  clear and 
comprehensive view of students' reading. The body of testing tha t has 
received the  m ost attention and credibility has been formal testing. The 
very term s form al and irformal denote a judgment regarding their true 
reliability, validity, and  acceptability. The label o f form al on  assessm ents 
tha t are typically designed by people outside of the classroom implies 
th a t "these assessm ents are objective, reliable, scientific, and, without 
question, accurate " (Wolf, 1992, p. 1). In contrast, "the u se  of the term 
irformal to describe the assessm ents that teachers carry o u t in their 
classrooms suggests th a t these assessments are subjective, capricious, 
casual, an d  possibly even misleading" (Wolf, 1992, p. 1). Teachers' 
evaluations have been treated with far less respect than the statistical 
data derived from standardized tests. Teacher inpu t into achievement of 
which studen ts are capable has often been overlooked or dismissed. 
Standardized test scores have been accepted as true and complete 
sources for student learning assessment. However, recent literature 
reports a  growing acceptance, respect, and appreciation for informal 
assessm ent in the m easurem ent and improvement of learning (Stiggins, 
1985: Calfee & Hiebert, 1989).
The concept and practice of formal and informal assessm ent is 
more complex than  simply to describe them as different styles or to say 
tha t one is more effective or popular than another. Each is necessarily 
tied to instruction and teaching philosophy. To understand why 
informal assessm ent is gaining credibility, it is critical to understand the 
philosophies of teaching and learning and correspondingly the 
instructional approaches th a t are associated with each of these
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assessment types.
A Skills-based vs. a C onstructivist View o f Literacy and Learning
The advancement of two types of assessm ent has a parallel in the 
development of two orientations toward the teaching of language.
Formal assessm ent is based on similar assum ptions to a skill-based 
approach to teaching reading: informal assessm ent corresponds more 
closely to the premises of a constructivist approach to teaching. A look 
a t each of these two approaches should achieve the purpose of more 
closely aligning the relationship between orientation and  types of 
assessm ent used within it.
A Skills-based Approach
The skills-based approach is one th a t sees language as a  multitude 
of pieces to be pu t together and language learning as a  series of subsküls 
to leam in isolation and then to string these skills together to form 
communication. Learning is seen as linear and  sequential. Learning of 
small, ordered parts in a  heirarchical structure leads to ability to create 
larger products of language. There is a "correct" place to begin and then 
subskills are taught and practiced for mastery. As skills are acquired, 
further skills may be added to them  in a sequential progression. All 
students are expected to be exposed to and m aster these skills a t much 
the same time emd in the same order. The focus is on the products of 
student learning. Thorndike (1913) was a  proponent of this view. For 
him, and many others, learning language was very similar to assembly 
line methods of production as was characteristic of the industrialization 
period. School curriculum  was m eant to prepare people in knowledge, in 
attitude and in behavior for the industrialized workforce. Segmented
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instruction helped prepare people for piece by piece work. Behaviorists 
such  as Skinner (1968) reinforced the view by claiming that children 
learned language by imitating it and being rewarded in their efforts by 
language users around them.
The skills-based view has been the dom inant shaper of school 
experience in this century. Textbooks and courses of instruction have 
been planned with scope and sequence charts, controlled vocabularies, 
and step-by-step teachers' plans. Testing played a  major role in 
assessing the learning th a t was associated with this system. Tests were 
created to measure the pieces and subskills of language.
Another approach to the teaching of reading comes at the problem 
from the opposite perspective by starting with meaning as the central 
aspect of language. All attem pts a t reading, writing, speaking, listening, 
and viewing are m eant to produce meaningful communication and 
expression. In the recent movement toward the constructivist view and 
approach, the philosophy of whole language has emerged which has 
affected curriculum, instruction, and assessm ent.
Whole Language
Whole language is a  mindset; it is not an  approach. It cannot be 
specifically explained in a  step by step fashion. Teachers who believe the 
tenets of whole language feel tha t they are always becoming whole 
language teachers because there is always more to leam  and know and 
new insights to discover. These teachers believe tha t instruction should 
be child-centered, meaningful, rich, interesting, developmentally 
appropriate, meeting the needs of individual students, and purposeful 
(Goodman, 1985). Language is taught around whole, meaningful 
selections, not in isolated bits of language. Whole language instruction
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is not driven by textbooks bu t is centered in authentic language use  and 
in good literature (Valencia, 1989). Children are involved in meiking 
choices about w hat they leam  and in how they demonstrate their 
learning. They are empowered as learners (Wolf, 1989). The learning 
environment is noncompetitive-students are actually encouraged to 
cooperate with each other in studying and learning. The learning 
environment is also one of inquiry and there is an attitude of attem pting 
challenges. Taking risks and making errors are seen as integral p a rts  of 
learning (Harp, 1991). Children are shown th a t they can take 
responsibility for and  ownership of their own learning so they are highly 
engaged in their own success. Assessment is ongoing and is seen a s  a 
way to determine the progress of students' learning as a  m eans for 
determining w hat the  teacher can do to facilitate further growth in 
learning (Vavrus, 1990).
Whole language teachers base their classroom instruction on 
recent research about literacy and language learning.
• Language is self-generated. Children use language as they choose 
when they have a desire to leam  it and use it. They seek to find 
meaning and communicate meaningfully.
• Language learning is informal. Parents do not give conscious, 
constructed, language lessons. Children leam to talk  by listening, 
thinking and talking.
• Language learning is active. In order to leam to communicate, 
children m ust have many chances and opportunities to 
communicate.
• Language learning is variable. Although children pass through 
predictable stages, they do not do so a t the same time. They m ust 
be allowed the freedom to grow in ability, in language use, and  to
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grow mentally, as they are allowed to grow physically.
• Language learning is based on real language sind real 
com munication opportunities. Children leam  from hearing 
language. The language is whole, not broken up or fragmented 
(Harp, 1991).
Therefore, whole language professionals have tried to plan, 
facilitate, instruct, and deal with children based upon these ideas. They 
generally develop or use methods of assessm ent which are compatible 
with their beliefs and which reflect the type of learning experiences that 
are observable in their classrooms.
Some teachers and even some districts have made moves toward 
using assessm ent tha t matches the type of instruction occuring in whole 
language classrooms b u t it is more common th a t traditional marks, 
grades, grouping, etc. are required and standardized testing is prevalent 
as the meiin tool of assessment. Therefore, a m ism atch exists between 
current views of literacy learning and th a t supported by standardized, 
norm-referenced tests typically used to measure student achievement 
(Valencia & Pearson, 1987). Standardized tests are still greatly 
ovemsed. Even creators of some of those tests, such  as Roger Farr 
(1993) have tried to discourage their misuse and overuse. In spite of 
current criticism, "Neill and Medina estimate th a t over 105 million 
standardized tests are administered annually to the 39.8 million 
students in classrooms in the United States" (Pikulski, 1990, p.686).
Despite their apparent popularity, evidence is growing tha t 
standardized tests may have some very negative affects or consequences. 
Separate research studies have suggested that standardized tests have 
been demoralizing to students (Paris, Lawton,Tumer, & Roth, 1991), 
undermining to teacher professionalism, biasing and distorting to
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instruction (Haertel,1989), trivializing to curriculum  (McNeil, 1988), and 
misrepresenting (inaccurate) or underrepresenting (incomplete) the 
abilities and achievements of studen ts (Cannell, 1990). Along with the 
changing view of the teaching and learning process (Anderson, Hiebert, 
Scott, & Wilkinson, 1984), criticisms of standardized testing have 
dramatically increased and the need for alternative forms of assessm ent 
(Archibald & Newmann, 1988) has been identified.
Naturalistic A ssessm ent
Naturalistic assessm ent is a  response to th a t need. The term 
naturalistic is a precise one for the type of assessm ent that is involved, 
for, as the term implies, this type of assessm ent occurs under natural 
conditions-while students are actively involved in literacy learning. 
Assessm ent is not separate from instruction. Blocks of time do not have 
to be set aside to do assessm ent. Teachers leam  about children's ability 
to read, for example, by closely observing their reading choices, habits, 
attitudes, strengths, weaknesses, development, strategies, and so on. 
This approach has produced a variety of nam es over the years-ongoing 
evaluation (Austin, 1958), diagnostic teaching (Strang, 1964), 
kidwatching (Goodman, 1985), and diagnosis by observation 
(Cunningham, 1982). Teachers pay attention to w hat is happening with 
children in a variety of situations, group configurations, times of the 
day, and types of materials. Observations of students are also recorded 
in a  variety of ways. Teachers might use anecdotal records, checklists, 
tape recordings, and /o r samples of students' work. Hopefully, over time, 
the teacher is able to assemble a comprehensive and relatively complete 
set of data tha t enables her or him to construct an  accurate view of a 
student's literacy ability. It is the ability to observe and gather
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information over a long period of time and in various circum stances that 
is the strength of naturalistic assessment.
Standardized te s t m akers purport th a t the tests are valid and 
reliable, b u t they are only able to collect data on one day and only with a 
limited type of activity. Naturalistic assessm ent has a  claim to validity 
based on its occurrence in more authentic, reality-based situations-not 
in contrived ones where literacy activities are done ou t of meaningful 
context. Naturalistic assessm ent is reliable because m any sam ples and 
observations over many days constitute a truer composite view of 
students' abilities. S tudents may perceive tests as frightening and  
intimidating. Many people experience test anxiety th a t inhibits their 
ability to perform well. Naturalistic assessm ent occurs as the process of 
learning is occuring. S tudents may or may not be aware tha t a  teacher 
is assessing their learning.
One of the m ost valuable features or outcomes of naturalistic 
assessm ent is th a t it is ongoing and can immediately drive releveint and 
needed instruction. The data  generated by national, state, and school 
system tests does not tend to help teachers understand w hat studen ts 
know and find out what they can do when they use written and spoken 
language (Reardon, 1991). Assessment tools and procedures such as 
anecdotal records, studen t/teacher literacy conferences, reading logs, 
journals, observational checklists, all contain or concern information 
th a t is specific to individual learner tasks and processes.
The Place o f Portfolios in  A ssessm ent
In cu rren t m ethods of alternative assessm ent, portfolios are one 
of the most popular techniques and are seen as having the potential to 
address many of the issues raised by assessment. They do not
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necessarily contain only items of naturalistic assessm ent, bu t certainly 
lend themselves to incorporating many, such as student samples, 
student reflections, checklists, logs, and other informal m easures. It is 
also possible, though not as often practiced, to include formal 
assessm ents. The history and practice of formal and informal 
assessm ent helps to establish the context for a  study of the use of 
portfolios as assessment devices. Portfolio assessm ent viewed in this 
way is a  natural outgrowth of current thinking in literacy and a  holistic, 
naturalistic movement in education. It is from th is perspective th a t 
portfolios are examined in the current study.
The associated literature has an  abundance of articles which 
perteiin to portfolios and portfolio use. As a  collection, it is reflective, 
opinion-sharing, and makes recommendations for constructing and 
using portfolios. Most of it deals with the physical characteristics, 
organizational plans, ideas for implementation, and so on. This might be 
termed How-To articles (Valencia, 1990). Other articles deal with student 
outcomes. Any associated teacher research seemed to explore specific 
learning outcomes (Manning & Manning, 1995). For example, "Did 
writing improve?" There are also proposed sets of criteria for evaluating 
portfolios, suggested balances for teacher/studen t choices and 
contributions. Some articles have addressed the issues of portfolios such 
as "who are the stakeholders" and "who has ownership". Any theory 
regarding portfolios appears to be based on general theories of 
assessm ent. To clarify, it seems tha t from theories of assessm ent, the 
jum p to the use of portfolios has been accepted as a feasible response to 
a  need. As yet, there is not a substantial body of foundational portfolio 
research studies which build a coherent collection and provide a 
theoretical framework. Each article is essentially an  isolated example of
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one person's explorations in and reflections on the use of portfolios as a 
method of assessm ent.
There are prolific writers in the area of portfolio use such  as 
Sheila Valencia and Paulson & Paulson. But as far as my study is 
concerned, the literature th a t has informed it is as diverse as my 
bibliography. In terms of a  key article, there is only one th a t h as  given 
direct focus to my study (Duschl & Gitomer, 1991) and sketched a 
philosophical context for portfolios by defining a "portfolio culture " in 
the classroom. Their definition of this inquiry-based situation laid the 
groundwork for my research question which sought to find qualitative 
and quantitative evidence to identify the effects of regular use of 
portfolios in a second grade classroom. My study is somewhat of a 
pioneering effort to provide research evidence about the effects of w hat 
has become a  widely accepted approach within naturalistic assessm ent.
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METHODOLOGY 
Research Design
A case study approach was used in this research. I felt it was the 
most appropriate method for addressing the problem of which I was 
seeking to gain an  understanding of the use of portfolios in order to 
improve classroom practice. The desired end product of the study was a 
holistic, rich, intensive, and comprehensive description and 
interpretation of an  educational phenomenon. The context was to 
remain as na tu ra l as possible, allowing very little researcher control over 
the variables. All of these considerations favored the use of a case study.
Rather th an  examining cases of individual students, the case 
study focused on my second grade class. The “class” was the natural 
unit in the educational system and the teacher as researcher functioned 
as part of th is un it in inquiry. Innovations and observations were made 
in a natureil way w ithout undo interference in the educational process.
My goal was to establish and systematically study a  portfolio 
culture in the classroom -a culture of inquiry. A portfolio culture is 
formed from all of the chmacteristics which reside in students cind in the 
classroom w hen a portfolio is regularly and consistently used as a  part of 
a  portfolio assessm ent system. The presence and practice of portfolio use 
starts  to define the behaviors and attitudes of the children. It also
ciffects anyone else who interacts with the class in ciny way.
25
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In this study, I incorporated both qualitative and quantitative 
measures. The quantitative m easures were taken from three sources: The 
Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (McKenna &Kear, 1990), Perceived 
Value o f Portfolios Semantic Differential, and Attitude Toward School 
Semantic DifferentidL The qualitative data  was drawn from interviews 
with students and parents, anecdotal records, personal observations of 
parents, students and steiff, eind from an  examination of the student 
portfolios themselves. The use of both qualitative and quantitative 
sources served as a form of triangulation to enhance the validiiy of both 
forms of data.
The Second Grade Classroom
The sample for this study was a  classroom of second grade 
students. There were 25 children in the class-16 boys and 9 girls. The 
meem age was eight years. The children were not placed in the class 
based upon ability. In fact, for this school year they were the only class 
of second grade in the school. The children attended an  elementary 
school which included first to sixth grade students. The school was 
located in a small town with a population of approximately 5500 which 
was in a largely agricultural area. It was a growing community which 
was about six miles from a  city of 66,000. Many people in the town 
worked in the nearby city bu t chose to live in a smaller community.
There was a broad and fairly equal distribution of ages in the 
community. Although information was requested on income of families 
within the sample group and within the town as a whole, this 
information was unavailable. Educational systems in Alberta do not 
keep socio-economic information regarding the students who attend the 
public schools. Education tax dollars are assessed through property
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values, not through income.
The community was homogeneous and so was the sample 
group-Anglo-Canadian. There were no identified sub-groups who might 
be different or have significant cultural diversity to affect the study. The 
grading/reporting system used by the school was largely anecdotal in 
nature. Report cards had a few general categories tha t allowed the 
teacher to indicate whether the child was working above, at, or below 
grade level and also indicated the child's personal progress and effort. 
Interviews were conducted with parents and teachers after each reporting 
period; sometimes children were in attendance. There were three report 
cards issued each school year-November, March, and the end of June.
Although the case was the  class of students, it m ust be 
acknowledged th a t the people in  the class interacted with paren ts and 
family, students from other classes, other teachers, and adm inistrators. 
The study did not focus on these secondary participants b u t certainly 
their interaction impacted upon and informed the study. They had an 
affect on the culture and em involvement with it.
Even though this study w as technically completed in 1994, I have 
continued to use portfolios in m y classroom. Since the first group was 
observed over only a  6 month period, I wanted to see if I could obtain 
similar results firom another group which I had  been able to work with 
for an entire year. I thought th a t including data from a  second time 
period would make the study into a  more longitudinal one and 
strengthen the findings. Furthermore, I thought tha t including more 
recent data would update the research.
The 1994 group and the 1996 group were students in the same 
school. These two groups were similarly constituted. Several students 
had siblings in the other study group.
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Instrum entation
Three separate instrum ents were chosen for use in this study. One 
was The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (McKenna & Kear, 1990) 
which has been normed across more th a n 18,000 American students in 
grades one to six. While it is specific to reading and  not to all aspects of 
literacy, it does provide a  reliable tool to examine and potentially support 
the overall tendencies resulting firom the study.
Although the McKenna and Kear (1990) test does not specifically 
involve portfolios, it is an instrum ent associated with literacy. It 
consists of a  series of 20 questions regarding attitudes about reading.
The test divides them into two categories-recreationoi and académie. The 
children are asked to choose one of four possible Garfields tha t exhibit a  
stance and expression firom delight to disgust Therefore, there are two 
positive and two negative responses with a  gradation in each. Those 
scores were recorded for each child. They were also averaged in each of 
the two cireas to produce a  class mean for each one.
I designed and constructed the other two instrum ents. They were 
both semantic differentials. Semantic differentials have been used 
effectively to m easure attitudes of young children. They have been shown 
to be quite sensitive in picking up nuemces of affective behaviors. My 
concern in this study was not on whether portfolio use produced higher 
scores on skill tests or even resulted in the production of superior work 
samples. The goed was to study student perceptions and affective 
behaviors. The semantic differential seemed to be appropriate. One 
instrum ent tried to take a reading related to the learning activity of 
using a portfolio while the other attempted to assess contextual factors 
present in the learner's life.
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One semantic differential instrum ent used 30 varied prompts.
Each item was m eant to complete a  stem  which began: Using a  Portfolio. 
Students were asked to choose one of five faces. A score of 5 was given 
for the most positive face. The least positive response received a  score of 
1. The instrument, which gave an  indication of a child's perceived value 
of different aspects of portfolio use, is included in Appendix I.
The other semantic differential instrum ent also had 30 items bu t 
they were divided into concept areas patterned after the Scott studies 
(Scott, 1967; Scott, 1969). The instrum ent had four sections-Me at 
School, Me and My Work, Me and My Teacher, Me and My Parents. The 
questions were m eant to be general and  did not allude to or mention 
portfolios in any way. This instrum ent, which gave an indication of a 
child's general attitude toward school, is found in Appendix II.
Although these three instrum ents were different, they were also 
connected in concept. To confirm their construct validity, a high score 
on one would also yield a  high score on the other closely-related items 
which should be especially notable w hen individual scales were 
compared. The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey and the Attitude 
Toward School Semantic Differential tests were administered twice, as 
pre and post tests, to indicate change over time. While some of the 
literature does not recommend repeating instruments, it seemed 
important to see if more positive attitudes on the measures would appear 
with increased experience with portfolio use. The responses were not 
ones that were right or wrong, they simply called for a reaction or 
emotional response. For children in second grade, there was not m uch 
anticipated carryover from one testing episode to the next. The portfolio 
use semantic differential was adm inistered only once a t the conclusion 
of the study when the children had had  experience with portfolios. An
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individual score was determined for each child for each instrum ent. An 
overall class mean was also found. Then each question was analyzed. In 
that way, information was gained regarding specific factors or concepts, 
not ju s t from an  overview of an individual's or the class' attitude.
These instrum ents were used to see if students' attitudes were 
generally positive and to provide a record of any  attitude change. The 
data provided an  indication of attitude change in specific areas, for 
example, with respect to "explaining learning to parents". The data 
which came from these instrum ents was used  to build up a  picture of the 
general and  specific effects of portfolio use on literacy.
Procedural D etails
On the first day back in school, s tuden ts were given a  one inch 
binder with four sections-Myself as a  Reader, Myself as a  Writer, Myself 
as a  Listener, and Myself as a Speaker. S tudents were asked to write a 
reflective response for each of those sections over the period of a few 
days. S tudents were also given, as seemed appropriate and as necessary, 
reading log forms, personal checklists, and rubrics which were helpful in 
understanding and recording their own learning. In conjunction with 
the second reporting period (March), and the final report (June), parents 
were invited to the school for an opportunity to view student portfolios. 
The time spent was with parents communicating with children. I served 
only as a facilitator and organizer b u t was not involved in explaining 
individual portfolios or individual student work. Parents were 
encouraged to speak with me on another occasion if there were problems 
or in-depth questions tha t required my involvement. Children were 
allowed to take their portfolio home if a pm ent could not attend  b u t in 
this instance parents were asked to send a w ritten reaction to the
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portfolio session. In this way, all children were assured of some parental 
feedback.
Around m id-January, The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 
was administered because it was part of my regular plan for assessment 
of literacy levels and development and was used in corg unction with an 
Informal Reading Inventory (IRl), a spelling inventory, and  a writing test. 
The Attitude Toward School Semantic Differential was also administered 
a t this time after a  short time interval to avoid testing fatigue. Children 
had until the end of February to add sam ples to their portfolio but were 
required to write a note for inclusion th a t outlined why they had chosen 
each sample, piece or selection. In this way, children were required to 
reflect upon their own learning and progress. All three instrum ents were 
given near the end of the school year in Ju n e : The Elementary Reading 
Attitude Survey and The Attitude Toward School Semantic Differential 
were given as post-tests and The Perceived Value of Portfolios Semantic 
Differential was given as a once-only administration.
The tests were given to the whole class in the regular classroom. 
For each of the tests, I explained how to m ark  each question, I read each 
question aloud twice, and I paid close attention by moving around 
continuously to see th a t each child was on the right question. Children 
were allowed to ask questions to clcirify m eanings of words. The tests 
were given in one sitting bu t each test was spaced at least two days apart 
from the preceding test. Children were seated so that others could not 
see their work and be influenced by their peers. They were not allowed to 
make verbal responses that would influence others in the class.
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Observation and Interview  Data
In addition to the information coming from the tests, I kept brief 
anecdotal records on individual and classroom behaviors as well as 
information about the reactions of parents a t the portfolio conferences 
and reactions of other staff members to the use of portfolios as part of 
the assessm ent process in my classroom. These observations were brief 
notes to myself-sometimes written and  sometimes m ental-about 
behavior changes, chcdlenges and suggestions about the strategy. The 
m ost im portant of these observations, those pertaining to the learners, 
came out of my full-time involvement with this second grade class. I was 
their teacher for all subjects from opening exercises until dismissal so I 
acquired considerable individual knowledge about each child who was 
part of the classroom case. This personal knowledge was particularly 
helpful in interpreting variable results on the more objective readings 
obtained from the tests.
Interviews were held on an irregular schedule. Sometimes they 
were associated with a parent conference when one or both parents had 
questions with regard to portfolios. Sometimes parents made comments 
when they were in the room acting as a  volunteer or when they came to 
pick up a  child. At other times, I initiated interviews with learners 
stemming from student questions or emanating from unusual entries 
being placed in the portfolios. The interviews were spontaneous and 
irregular and often in response to issues which were raised by the use of 
portfolios in the day to day assessm ent practices in my classroom. 
Interviews, however, were a part of classroom routine both with the 1994 
class and also with the 1996 class.
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Role o f the Researcher
Throughout the study, my own attitude and stance was one of real 
Inquiry. I believed tha t parents and students knew tha t I was sincerely 
trying to experience portfolio use  with them, that their opinions were 
important to me, and th a t I was not applying a technique b u t was 
working out a  system with them. I did not use forms or assessm ent 
systems from other sources b u t simply allowed the students to choose 
items from the regular, daily w ork for inclusion in their portfolio. It was 
my intention to keep the portfolio quite basic so th a t I did not become 
overly directive with the class in this regard. I found it interesting and  a 
learning experience to see w hat individuals chose.
I gave m uch direction on filing. This was a first opportunity for 
the students to use a  binder and  they needed to leam  to pu t papers in 
right-side-up and latest work last. They needed to leam  the importance 
of dating everything. I found th a t color-coding the sections helped them  
to organize. Some students seemed more able to make choices based on 
their learning and growth b u t all students were able to choose favorite 
pieces.
Notes and observations were written consistently and kept in a  file. 
As observations became repetitious enough to establish a pattem , I 
stopped recording th a t item. I also made written notes at conferences 
and with students during interviews so that I could record direct quotes.
At least as im portant as the systematic data collection was the 
very spontaneous information gathered from observing the children-how 
they handled their portfolios, facial expressions, comments to other 
students. Watching the students with their parents was as enlightening 
in its way as was my more direct interviews with parents and students 
after their time together.
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I also took opportunities to evaluate the contents of the portfolios 
themselves to see the types and quantity of items that students included. 
Some studen ts wanted to keep many more samples than others.
W hat is noteworthy about my role as a researcher was th a t it was 
not different from my role as a teacher. What was special about my role 
in this instance was tha t I was focusing on evidence th a t might yield 
some light on the research question underlying the inquiry.
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CHAPTER 4  
FINDINGS 
Introduction
This chapter examines the evidence which was provided by three 
tests, by interviews, and by my own observations about individual 
children in the room and within the larger context of the school. D ata 
was taken from two different time periods. Most was taken from the 
original study conducted January  to Ju n e  of 1994. This data is 
supplemented, however, with observations gathered over the intervening 
two years from September 1994 to June  1996. During this time. I have 
continued to use portfolios as a  regular p a rt of my assessm ent practice 
and the additional data were included to provide a greater m easure of 
reliability in the results.
Chapter 4 first presents the results obtained from the
adm inistration of the three tests. These results are followed by a
description of the interviews and finally by a  presentation of the
highlights of my observations about portfolio use. Additional
information acquired after the 1994 m ain study has been included where
it was available. To illustrate some of the individual effects of portfolios
by second grade learners, I have included vignettes of experiences from
these individuals which are representative of different approaches and by
children in the class. The reader is reminded tha t the case is the class
35
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and not these individuals. The inclusion of individual responses is 
provided to show the variability generated by the class, not as an intense 
study of individual responses. In the final section of Chapter 4, I have 
attempted to specifically address the research question outlined in 
Chapter 1.
Sem antic D ifferential T ests 
Elem entary Reading A ttitude Survey (ERAS)
The resu lts from the  administration of ERAS are found in 
Appendix III. In the pretest the total scores in raw data ranged from 21 
to 76. The percentile ranking for the class was 4 8 .2  on the test given in 
January. As I walked around observing during the testing, students did 
not appear to be choosing edl of one response nor did they seem to be 
trying to ascertain what their fellow students were doing. They seemed 
to be answering for themselves. The end of year administration showed 
an  increase in  raw scores firom 33 to 78 and a rise to 63.1 in the class 
percentile ranking. An overall rise in attitude by almost 15 percentiles in 
half a  school yesir did seem  to indicate th a t something positive was 
happening with reading attitude in the class b u t th a t was not necessarily 
because of the use of literacy portfolios. However, I believed that 
students were putting forth an  effort to be discriminating and that some 
positive gains were made in the affective area of literacy during that time 
period.
A close look at individual changes show some surprising results.
Of the 19 studen ts who were able to write the test both times, two were 
considerably lower on the second testing, three were slightly lower, three 
stayed almost equal, three made slight to moderate improvement, and
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eight m ade rather dramatic increases. I looked more closely a t the tests of 
those two children who apparently showed a decline. Their profiles are 
quite different. One was a  girl who was a very good reader and  a  well 
behaved student. Her responses on the second writing took a  general 
shift to the right, tha t is, in several instances where she had  selected the 
m ost positive response in test one, she selected another single-category 
less positive choice. Her decrease might be explained by a  "down" day or 
by a  self-perceived more sophisticated attitude in being able to "break 
free" and choose a  more negative answer. Whatever her reasoning, her 
final choices were still quite positive. The other student was a  boy who 
was identified in the sam e year as having Attention Deficit Disorder and 
as needing extra help which partially came in the form of a  pull-out 
program for some of his language time. He still answered high on m any 
questions b u t those th a t involved public reading in any form drastically 
went down. Items asking about reading aloud all went from the highest 
to the lowest score. His reading self-esteem seemed to be very low by the 
indications of this test.
A ttitude Toward School
This instrum ent was designed to try to gain insight into the 
general a ttitude of the class toward school and learning and to see if 
these young students could detect and express personal opinions about 
their own feelings and about their attitudes. The categories used in the 
construction of this test were also chosen to correlate with information 
from the portfolio specific test. The aim was to try to seek to identify 
trends and to have those trends verified by similar trends on each test. 
The results from the adm inistration of the Attitude Toward School test 
are found in  Appendix IV.
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The test category scores showed a generally positive trend: they 
ranged from an  average score of 4.27 across all item s in the pretest to 
4.48 on the posttest (out of a possible 5.00). In general, it seemed that 
these students felt good about school and their experiences. It also 
showed a fairly sizeable increase in positive a ttitude over the six months.
The lowest individual average scores for any  section occurred 
within school Work. The pretest in tha t section had  the lowest low and 
the lowest high score. It was the only category w here a t least one person 
did not have a  5.00 score (the high was 4.80) on the student individual 
averages. It seemed tha t students' perceptions of their work was the 
lowest category of all those categories polled on th is test.
This test also yielded higher averages from pretest to posttest 
adm inistrations in most sections. School stayed relatively equal a t 4.35 
to 4.31. Work did show an increase in average from 3.48 to 3.66, even 
though the range spread a  bit more on the posttest. The Teacher 
category went from 4.24 to 4.40. The largest increase was in the section 
on Parents which went from 4.19 to 4.71. The cumulative increase in 
average score went from 4.27 to 4.48 which I believe was a  significant 
improvement in overall attitude.
In general, this test seemed to indicate substan tia l improvements 
in students' attitudes towards school and learning. The section on 
Work seemed to show greater diversity in perception, possibly meaning 
tha t these learners were becoming more discriminating about what 
constituted good school work.
Perceived Values of Portfolios (1994)
The portfolio test was designed to use pictoral representations 
showing a  range of attitude choices as is recommended for young
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children. I chose to use a  five-point scale rather than the four-point 
scale used in the McKenna and Kear test. The pictures were of simple 
faces tha t ranged from very happy to very sad. The happiest face was 
worth five and the saddest w as worth one. The title of the te s t on the 
instrum ent was m eant to be a  stem  for each question. I read each 
question aloud to the s tu d en ts  starting with the Using a  portfolio stem  
before each question. As previously stated, it did not seem reasonable to 
administer a pretest since this group had never used a  portfolio before 
and the exercise would be meaningless for the children.
My purpose for th is test was to see if portfolio use seemed positive 
to the students in the class and, if so, which facets of its use seemed to 
be the most positive. The resu lts of this test are shown in Appendix V. 
The general class average seem s quite high a t 4.29. Of all of the thirty 
items, the very last one scored the highest a t an average of 4.84. It was. 
Using a  portfolio helps me to fe e l good about m yself as a  s tu d en t It is a  
very summative item w hich w as intentionally placed a t the end. Since 
one of the major th rusts of the study was to try to find or understand  
changes in ciffect of using portfolios, I found the result on th a t item to be 
highly relevant and im portant. I would use portfolios based on tha t 
result alone. What reason could be more important?
There were however, some other very interesting areas th a t these 
students identified as im portant outcomes for them. I looked a t the 
class averages of items th a t were 4.5 or greater and ranked them  in 
descending order. The next highest item (4.74) after the final item was 
numer 28, Using a  portfolio helps me to be a good evaluator or Judge o f 
w ork The next two both had  an  average of 4.68. Item num ber 26 deals 
with the perception that portfolios allowed a student to fe e l like a  good 
planner and item 25 encouraged a  student to do my best effort w hen I
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work. There were four items tha t clustered a t 4.63: num ber 13 helps 
me to see w hat I do well in m y writing, num ber 18 helps me to see that my 
learning is very important, item 20 helps me to be more interested in school 
and learning, and item 22 which stated th a t portfolios help me to fe e l 
proud o f my work and my learning. The last group in  these high averages 
were a t 4.58. They were items 14, 15, 19, 23 and 24. Number 14 helps 
me to see w hat I can do to improve my writing is even more significant 
when placed in context with 13, helps me to see w hat I do well in writing. 
Together they make a  strong case for the portfolio as a  powerful writing 
tool in the perceptions of the students. Item 15 dealt with helps me to 
become a  better listener. Number 19 was show s me that my work has a 
good purpose. The last two items both concern communication with 
parents about the child's work. Using a portfolio helps me to explain to my 
parents (23) w hat I do really well, and (24) w hat I can do to improve.
There were only four items which scored below 4.0 on this test. 
Three of them  had to do with reading. The lowest w as item 6 (3.47), 
helps me to enjoy reading. The next was 7 (3.58), encourages me to read 
more often, and num ber 9 (3.84), allows me to see w hat I need to do to 
improve my reading. The only other item scoring below 4.0 was num ber 
16 (3.79), helps me to become a  better speaker. Even these low items were 
fairly high scores b u t they did stand out in a cluster as perceived weak 
areas in the use of portfolios. It was interesting to see the consistency in 
the response, tha t is, th a t writing clustered higher and  reading emerged 
clustered lower.
Perceived Values o f Portfolios (1996)
Since the first test group in 1994, I have used literacy portfolios 
with two other classes of second grade students. I have accommodated
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some minor changes to the portfolio form at and have increased the 
observations and the num ber of interviews of parents and children over 
the years. At the end of the 1996 school year I decided to administer, 
once again, the portfolio test to see if th e  1994 results could even be 
loosely replicated. A copy of the results of the 1996 test is found as 
Appendix VI. One difference in this group is tha t they had used some 
kind of portfolio for two years (first and  second grades) and the 1994 
group had only used my style of portfolio for six months. Even with the 
experential difference, the results were very similar.
There were a few differences in perceptions but more similarities. 
The 1996 group had only 10 items score above 4.5 as opposed to 13 in 
1994. The group's highest average on the items was number 1 (4.80) 
which stated tha t using a  portfolio aRows me to organize my work. Items 
26, 28, and 30 which were in the top 4 before were in the top 4 again [feel 
good about m yself as a student, fe e l good about m yself as a  planner, fee l 
good about m yself as an evahiatoj). This group also chose item 19 (4.50) 
about portfolios making work seem  more purposeful and item 23 (4.50) 
dealing with communication with parents regarding work, as high. The 
rest of their 10 high choices though were different from ones chosen by 
the 1994 group. They chose item 2 (4.55) helps me to watch and keep 
track o f my progress in learning, item 11 (4.55) encourages me to write 
more often, number 17 (4.50) allows me to think more clearly about my 
own learning, and 27 (4.50) helps me to fe e l creative.
The lows for this group, tha t is the scores below 4.0 are 9 (3.80) see  
improvement in reading, 14 (3.80) see improvement in writing, 15 (3.80) see 
improvement in listening, an d l6  (3.70) see  improvement in speaking. As 
with the 1994 group, the lows were still quite high but they did indicate 
some areas of perceived weakness.
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Perceived Values of Portfolios-Category Scores (1994) and (1996)
When preparing to construct the instrum ents, I divided ideas into 
related topics. On the portfolio test, the items were grouped into five 
basic categories; General Aspects, Reading, Writing, Communication 
Skills, and Explaining/Evaluating/Reflection. These categories are 
shown in Appendix V and VI b u t Appendix VII euid VIII focus on posttest 
category results for1994 and 1996 respectively. Although the 1994 
averages by category are usually somewhat higher than  1996 ones, there 
are some other interesting comparisons. The highest category both times 
was th a t of Explaining/Evaluating/Reflection. The lowest category in 
both test adm inistrations was in Reading. S tudents perceived portfolios 
as helping them  to become better evaluators b u t they saw less releveince 
for portfolios in helping them to develop better reading skills. These 
results confirmed a  m easure of reliability in the sem antic differential 
instrum ent which was designed to assess perceived values of portfolios in 
language learning.
Interviews
The interview data basically supported the test data. The intention 
of the interviews in this report is not to repeat findings from the tests, 
bu t to look a t new findings or interpretations th a t came out of the 
interviews. Each year tha t I have used portfolios I have held a Portfolio 
Night scheduled in close proximity to the issuance of report cards. I also 
hosted traditional parent/teacher conferences so th a t most parental 
issues had been dealt with before these special Portfolio Nights. My role 
at the Portfolio Conference was simply to supervise the use of the school 
and to act as a  kind of hostess-greeting the families euid helping them to 
find a quiet, confortable spot to be alone together. Though sometimes
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difficult, 1 m ade a  point of staying out of the conversations. If parents 
had any questions of me th a t students could not answer, we scheduled 
another meeting time. I believed it was critical th a t students were 
allowed to conduct this interview with their peirents on their own as 
much as possible. Most parents were very cooperative once they 
understood the rationale. I tried to prepare them  with a parent letter 
which went home and a brief guide to the conference. After they were 
through and before they left, I casually asked for their reactions to the 
experience in a  brief interview. The first group of interviews is taken from 
1994.
Jordan: I th ink it's great to get to come back to the school.
My dad can't come in the day and 1 w ant him to see 
the room and my desk and stuff. I Uke to show 
them  what I'm doing.
Mother: This is the only chance to really sit and  go over what
they're doing and to see it altogether. I can focus 
more here. We have more interruptions at home. I 
would like to see a greater restriction on the am ount 
of material though. It takes quite a  b it of time to go 
over this much. Maybe you could ju s t  choose a  few 
pieces of work that show progression. I like to see his 
writing books. I'm not as interested in  activities he 
does. I ju s t like to see student created materials.
Father: No. I like to see a mixture of his work. It gives me a
chance to see the content of his work experience. You 
(referring to the mother) get to be in  the classroom on 
a  more regular basis. You are in closer touch with 
w hat he's doing. I like this. I would rather not see 
scores on anything. I'm mostly interested in the 
process of his learning.
Judy: I like to have my mom to myself.
Mother: I th ink portfolios are an excellent idea. I can see we
need to work on organizing more. She is having a hard
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time organizing her work and talking about it. We 
need to do m ore of this. I like having this time in the 
classroom. There are fewer distractions here. I like the
one on one.
Mary: I like it.
Mother: I like this. I like to see the ongoing work. I like the
process and  to see how it all relates. I would like to 
see the teacher present a t the conference though.
I^an: No comment.
Mother: I don't Uke th is. I don't have time for this. I'm busy
and have other children to look after. I keep a  close 
eye on w hat's coming home so I feel that I know w hat 
he's doing a t  school. 1 would rather have work sent 
home daily to look at. 1 don't need to come here to sit 
and look a t it.
Jay: I like showing my mom my stuff. Its easier here
because there are no brothers. It makes it special.
Mother: It's interesting to me to see what he chooses to keep
and to show me. This way they choose what they 
think is im portant. I like the evening format because 
with working, I don't usually get a chcuice to see his 
room or where he sits.
Allison: I like it. They look a t it more here. I feel good and
happy. I'm proud of my work.
Parents together: It's better to come here. We re more focused. I 
like to see h er work over time. It gives a chance to see 
more progression to a finished product. It's nice for 
people to be able to get into the class who normally 
can't.
Steven: I like it because I can show my mom my writing and
reports and stuff. It helps me to say what I can do
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well and  w hat I need to do.
Mother: Portfolios are a good idea. 1 like tha t you have
extended the hours for working people. It's nice to 
take the time to talk with my son. Sometimes I find 
work a t home when he's not there and think, "This is 
great!" b u t then I forget to tell him about it or he 
shows me a t a  time when I can't pay attention.
Jennifer: I like to bring my parents to school to see my work.
Sometimes I get to go to their work and today they can 
come to my work with me.
Parents: It's nice to get a  feel for where they spend their day.
It's nice to be able to drop in and take as m uch time 
as we want. Interviews are usually such  a  rush.
Other s tuden ts and parents were also interviewed b u t this 
sampling was representative of the whole group. To list all responses 
would have been tediously repetetive. In general, m ost respondents over 
the years have been pleeised and appreciative of the experience. 
Attendance has always been good and parents who could not attend have 
often enjoyed the sharing time at home. However, I believe the most 
meaningful experiences for the child were made when the parents made a 
point of coming to the school.
In a very casued way I asked my 1996 class why they liked keeping
their work in a  portfolio. Following is a  collection of their responses.
I like to be able to keep my work together. I like it 
better in my portfolio because you don't have to look 
all over for it. When I take it home it ju s t  gets lost or 
my bothers and sisters wreck it. My mom and dad 
usually w ant to know what I'm doing so they can help 
me learn it better.
Sometimes I want to show my mom or dad something I 
did and then it's lost and we can't find it. It's like
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they're all over the place. In my portfolio the papers 
are right there in front of me. My mom doesn't like a 
big mess of papers all over the  house and so she 
throws all of my papers in the garbage but she'll let me 
keep my portfolio because it's neat and I can keep it in 
my room.
My parents look a t my work m ore if it's in my binder. I 
guess they think its more serious.
I like to see my writing getting better. My printing is 
so m uch better now than  it w as a t the beginning of 
the year. I like to decide for myself what I keep. It 
makes it easier to show Mom and  Dad what I'm 
learning. My mom likes to keep it for me at the end of 
the year.
O bservations
Students were generally excited abou t keeping a portfolio. They 
liked the idea of having a place to keep the ir work which was accessible 
and safe. They had difhculiy identifying specific reasons for keeping 
certain pieces and tended to choose selections based on the appearance 
or enjoyment of the assignment. But they liked to be able to make 
choices. Reflection was difficult for them. They seemed to have an 
easier time orally explaining their work and  their reasons for choosing 
certain pieces than  they did writing about it. They had to have m uch 
encouragement and "pushing" to do w ritten reflection. Their 
conversations with parents tended more toward the content of their work 
than  on skills or techniques they were acquiring. As with any aspect of 
school, there was certainly a  range in ability and sophistication with 
regard to perceptions about portfolio use.
Students needed frequent and thorough teaching in order to be 
able to file entries in a portfolio. At this age, they needed repeated
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instruction and guidance on simple skills such as putting the newest 
papers a t the back of a  section and even on how to place papers right- 
side-up. Figuring out the  appropriate section to use was also difficult 
and I found th a t color-coding section dividers helped all of us. I could 
expedite the m anagem ent of materials by referring to the color, for 
example, place that page in your blue section.
The portfolios also had a  motivational effect on the students. I 
often hecird them  m aking statem ents like, "I want it to be good because 
it's going in my portfolio." I had chosen certain assignments which I 
warned the students were for inclusion in their portfolios, and they 
seemed to expend extra effort to do their best work on the projects so 
identified.
The observations of the Portfolio Nights were also worth describing. 
As parents came in with their children, they seemed quite business-like 
and hurried. In almost every instance, as they started to communicate 
and get interested in the experience, they drew together. Most interviews 
were conducted with some form of affectionate physical contact such  as 
arms placed around the child or the child sitting on a parent's lap.
People seemed to relax and  exhibit a p leasant demeanor. Faces were 
smiling and m ost parents seemed to listen attentively to their children. I 
have come to look forward to those nights and to the rewards I saw  for 
the efforts of the students.
V ignettes
When I began the research with the original 1994 group, I did not 
know the children a t all. They were a new class to me. It was difficult 
for me to choose a few students to study so I tried to keep contact with 
and gather data from aU of them; all of the time looking for some
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interesting individual stories that would help me to understand the 
effects of portfolio use  on the affect of children's learning. From these 
efforts I have chosen three such stories whose experiences were notable.
V ignette 1: Jordan
Jo rdan  was chosen as the most positive studen t of the group. His 
experience was optim al for him and enlightening for me. He was the 
eldest of three young children. His parents were bo th  scientists who, at 
the time of the study, were both working a t a  large agricultural research 
station. They were both heavily involved with their children and  spent a 
great deal of their time teaching and speaking with their children about 
many subjects. They had  offered their children m any opportunities to 
experience the world. Jordan 's general knowledge was surprising for his 
age and  his reading ability was excellent. He was reading and 
comprehending high school level material by the end of second grade, 
though in many o ther ways he was quite average for his age. On the first 
Portfolio Night a t the  school he was the first one to arrive. He had  his 
mother with him b u t no siblings. She sa t with him  for more th an  an 
hour which I thought was wonderful. She let him tcdk about all of the 
things he had learned and  w hat he still wanted to do. They thanked me 
for the opportunity and  left. A few m inutes later, th is  same studen t 
returned to the school with his father who sat with him for another 
hour. They were sitting close to where I was working so I had the 
opportunity to listen to m uch of their conversation. The father did not 
openly take charge of the interview b u t subtlety lead his son through a 
wonderful dialogue. He asked question after question and listened 
carefully to each response. Sometimes he would say  things like, "That is 
true and very interesting. Have you thought of this or what would have
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happened if you had  tried this?" My appreciation and understanding of 
my key article on "portfolio culture as a  culture of inquiry" (Duschl & 
Gitomer,1991) deepened. I really did witness a superb example of the 
kind of communication possible using a  portfolio as a  tool. The father's 
responses in the casual interview with m e corroberated my view of him as 
being an inquirer-interested more in the process of his son's learning 
than in his grades a t school. Not surprisingly, Jordan  faithfully kept an 
excellent portfolio, was very proud of his work, and enjoyed the 
experience of tracking his own learning growth.
Vignette 2: Ryan
Ryan was chosen because of an interesting paradox between his 
perception and h is mother's. He was the third child in  a family of five 
children. He was very good a t m ath bu t was not a  good reader. He had 
been involved in a  pull-out program for some of his language instruction 
for all of his time in  elementary school. His mother was trained as a 
teacher and had  spent some time teaching b u t chose to stay a t home and 
raise her family. She had some time to be a  volunteer at the school so I 
believe tha t she felt she was in touch with the education of her children. 
Her interview response was listed fully in the interview section. Ju s t to 
summarize here, she did not like "having" to attend the  portfolio 
conference with h er son because she felt th a t it was a  waste of her time 
and tha t she was able to do a  fine job of keeping informed by looking 
over the work which her children brought home each night. This seemed 
to be a valid response and certainly I did accept negative results as well 
as positive ones as  being feasible in the study. Her son  did seem 
uncomfortable and  shifted around restlessly while she spoke to me. The 
big surprise came for me when I administered the Me a t  School and
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Using a  Portfolio instrum ents to the class. In both instances, Ityan's 
lowest scores were recorded in the section on communication with 
parents. W hen asked if he thought his parents were interested in his 
work, he chose the undecided or neutral response. On My parents like to 
see my school work and My parents a sk  me w hat I am  doing a t school he 
chose the m ost negative einswer (Seldom). They were the only item s in 
the test in w hich he chose such negative responses. His mother thought 
of herself as well informed emd highly involved in his learning while he 
saw his paren ts as disinterested and uninvolved. How much, if a t all, 
her comments about the conference affected his attitude in this area I 
did not know. I did think she would be very surprised by the results of 
his tests.
V ignette 3: Cindy
Cindy w as chosen because she was the most negative case (and 
saddest for me). She was the oldest of two children. She was living with 
her mother and  stepfather. Her younger brother was from her m other's 
second marriage. She made comments occasionally about her m other 
caring more for her little brother than  for her. Under the circumstances, 
it seemed norm al for her to have some feelings of being displaced b u t her 
situation became more apparent as we prepared for the first Portfolio 
Night. In the middle of my explanation she blurted out, "My mom will 
never come. Don't expect to see us. She'll never come to this." Any 
attem pts to talk  to her made her response even more resolute. She was 
right, her mom did not come. Even though the little girl took her 
portfolio home, her mom could not find time to go over it with her. She 
was a good studen t bu t ju s t could not get any attention for her school 
work. We w ent through a similar episode a t the end of the year. I tried
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to invite her mom bu t was again unsuccessful. On the School Attitude 
test she scored fairly high a t 4.1 b u t on the Portfolio test she scored 
lowest in the class a t 2.3. The next lowest score was 3.6. Using a 
portfolio was not a positive experience for her. It only helped to verify an  
already held negative view. It would likely have been better for her if we 
were not sharing them with parents b u t were only doing them for self. 
Before this study, I would not have predicted these results, b u t it helped 
me to remember and to see more clearly that everything has a  potentially 
negative aspect.
Addressing the Question
I set out to try to specificeilly define the effects of portfolio use on 
metacognition, attitude, behavior, empowerment, cind engagement. I 
planned to make observations of these effects from a  variety of sources 
including day to day activity, anecdotal records, the outcomes of 
interviews, as well as findings from the instrum ents. 1 deliberately 
designed the instrum ent entitled Perceived Values o f Portfolio to try to pin 
down particular results th a t the children might experience in the 
practice of keeping a portfolio. Of course most of the other observations, 
especially those made in day to day classroom interactions of teacher 
with child or child with child were more general exposing affect and level 
of satisfaction b u t not very useful in making finer discriminations such 
as those the semantic differential was able to isolate in other studies 
(Scott, 1967; Scott, 1969). Some of the more specific results which came 
from the semantic differential called Perceived Value o f Portfolios were 
summarized in Table 1 below.
R eproduced with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
52
Table 1 Outcomes Associated With Test Items on Perceived Value o f 
Portfolios
Outcome Reference Content
1994
Test Average
4.29
1996
Test Average
4.27
Metacognition Item #2 keeping track of progress 4.37 4.55
Item #3 judging own work 4.42 4.55
Item #17 thinking about learning 4.16 4.50
Item #18 seeing learning im portant 4.63 4.45
Attitudes Item #20 seeing learning interesting 4.63 4.20
Item #22 taking pride in work 4.63 4.25
Behaviors Item #23 explaining to parents 4.58 4.50
Item #27 being creative 4.47 4.50
Item #8 doing well reading 4.16 4.20
Item #13 doing well writing 4.63 4.15
Item #26 planning 4.68 4.60
Item #28 evauating own work 4.74 4.60
Empowerment Item #4 making learning choices 4.16 4.35
Item #5 taking charge learning 4.32 3.60
Item #9 improving reading 3.84 3.80
Item #14 improving writing 4.58 3.80
Item #30 bolstering self-esteem 4.84 4.60
Engagement Item #6 enjoying reading 3.47 4.30
Item #7 reading more 3.58 4.00
Item #12 enjoying writing 4.05 4.10
Item #11 writing more 4.26 4.60
Item #19 seeing purpose in work 4.58 4.55
Item #20 seeing learning interesting 4.63 . 4.20
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Corroborating results for the attitude m easures were also obtained 
from the two attitude instrum ents-The Elementary Reading Attitude 
Survey (ERAS) and the semeintic differential entitled Attitude Toward 
School With both of these tests, sizeable gains were registered from the 
pretest to the posttest administration. ERAS testing showed the class at 
the 48.2 percentile before the introduction of the portfolio assessm ent 
system and a t the 63.05 percentile at the conclusion of the year. The 
Attitude Toward School semantic differential had a  pretest class average 
of 4.27 and a posttest average of 4.48. Complete data for these attitude 
tests was placed in Appendices III and IV.
The outstanding changes, which come from Table 1, provided a 
foundation for w hat would very likely find statistical confirmation on a 
large scale follow-up study. Learners dramatically improved in terms of 
seeing learning as im portant (metacognition); in explaining their work to 
parents, creativeness, planning and evaluating their own work (learning 
behaviors); in terms of their improved feeling about themselves as 
learners (empowerment) ; in attitude toward school and learning 
(attitude); and in terms of seeing true purpose in their work 
(engagement). These outcomes, based on student self reports, showed up 
in the 1994 study and they were repeated in the 1996 replication. More 
individual findings were also indicated b u t there were differences in 1996 
from those obtained in 1994. Overall, the data  appear to show sufficient 
consistency to suggest that the use of portfolios did contribute to learner 
metacognition, improved attitude toward learning and school, positive 
work behaviors, an  increased sense of empowerment and enhanced 
engagement in learning and in schoolwork.
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INSIGHTS AND IMPLICATIONS
In looking a t the results of this study, I do believe th a t the 
various component parts of a  portfolio assessment system work together 
to determine an effective response from students. The attitudes of 
students, for the most part, did seem  to be more positive, a t least 
partially as a result of using literacy portfolios in my classroom. I believe 
th a t the results show a tendency toward students feeling more 
competent, confident, and better able to express particulars with respect 
to their own learning and school experience.
Probably the most meaningful finding from the standpoint of 
responding to my research question comes from the answers to the last 
item (item 30) of the Perceived Values of Portfolios instrum ent. In both 
the 1994 and 1996 adm inistrations the class average for the studen t 
responses to Using a  portfolio helps me to feelgood about m yself as a  
student received the highest ratings of 4.84 (1994) and 4.60 (1996) and 
th is response expresses in very brief form the main conclusion of the 
study: student metacognition, cognition, attitudes, behaviors, 
empowerment and engagement Eire affected positively by using literacy 
portfolios in the classroom.
I believe that the most im portant outcome of the study is the
positive influence tha t portfolio use has on the self-esteem of the
54
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children who use  them. They seem to feel better about themselves as 
learners. S tudents find the opportunity for self-expression in  the 
portfolio. They see their assignm ents and work as purposeful and 
meaningful in term s of their own growth. Students seem to see the 
portfolio as a  way of honoring and respecting the products of their 
labor. In this respect portfolios do seem empowering, that is, studen ts 
perceive themselves as agents with some control over their own learning. 
Their choices have an  impact and their attitude makes a difference in  the 
classroom climate. If they w ant to write well then they m ust be engaged 
in an  attem pt to leam  to write well. They can act to choose to improve. 
They do not have to be acted upon. They leam  to assess their own work. 
They leam  th a t assessm ent is not something your teacher does to you, 
bu t with you so th a t you can see w hat you could do to improve or w hat 
you do very well right now. I believe th a t the pieces of work done as 
part of the curriculum  show up as more connected and unified and  the 
portfolio helps to support these connections. For example, "the work we 
do in studying spelling helps me to be a  better writer. I can see my 
spelling getting better. People can read m ost of my words now." The 
portfolio assessm ent approach helps students to feel more control over 
and more responsibility for their own learning. In short, for m ost 
students, portfolios feelgood.
Another reason that portfolios feel good is found in the link which 
is forged between parents and children. The portfolio seems to enhance 
the educational experience by opening up communication and  allowing 
parents and children to talk, see, and understand what is happening in 
school in a non-threatening way. Report cards most often focus on 
labelling or categorizing students whereas portfolios focus on the 
achievements and  abilities of a specific child. Portfolio assessm ent
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moves away from evciluation which has children being compared to other 
children. Children see their parents as more interested in their learning 
since parents take the time to listen and to celebrate when appropriate. 
Children appear to take greater pride in their work and see greater value 
in what they do. Learning seems more im portant and parents seem more 
caring. It has been my experience tha t even though many parents ask  
their children w hat they are doing a t school, children often avoid this 
conversation by replying with, "Nothing." or "I don't know." When their 
portfolio is in front of them though, they seem  to find specific topics for 
conversation and can go on at some length about their literacy.
Of the strands involved in language learning and usage, the 
children seem to feel tha t writing is the area  in which they can m ost 
easily see their own growth and detect areas where they can make 
improvements. That seems reasonable since writing is a pencil and paper 
activity which usually terminates with a product. I am not sure why 
reading was lowest in both test years b u t it is interesting to know th a t 
teachers can influence these perceptions by adjusting approaches. I was 
determined to try to do more in the reading area to have more to "show" 
so I instigated a  monthly calendar where students and parents recorded 
the m inutes they read together at home each night. The students were 
required to bring the calendars to school each Friday for some kind of 
reward. That was the only significant change made in my approach to 
Reading instruction bu t the perceptions of reading did increase from 
1994 to 1996. As mentioned in Chapter 4, reading is still seen as lowest 
but it is m uch closer to the averages in the other literacy areas. I 
assume th a t these experiences with portfolios could suggest ways and 
means of making program improvements through using a portfolio 
assessment system.
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There Eire three implications th a t come out of the instrum ents 
themselves. First, I admit freely th a t second graders have not had a 
great deEd of practice in mEiking discrim inations such as those required 
in responding to Likert-scaled instrum ents. In general, they are not yet 
hi^ily  anEilytical. They Eire probably still too m uch at a  "pleaser" stage to 
be highly discriminating, yet I do believe tha t they are sincere in trying to 
respond honestly and are capable of keeping a  portfolio. They seemed 
eager to try. The second implication is th a t I have been able to gain 
some im portant insights from adm inistering these tests. Some of the 
specific insights I have tried to explain in the individual student 
interviews Eind stories where the test results, interpreted in light of the 
rest of the classroom behaviors, have provided some valuable information 
th a t may never have been detected otherwise. Another example is that 
while I hoped the portfolio would Eiid in  parent/child  communication, I 
would likely have missed noticing the strength of the linkage. Third, I 
am  excited by the possibility of further study (or studies) in th is area. 
Although I admit th a t the num ber of subjects in this rescEirch episode is 
insufficient to allow true statistical analysis, there appears to be some 
evidence th a t reliability may be found in the Perceived Values of 
Portfolios instrum ent and to a lesser degree in the Attitude Toward 
School test. I tried to define some general categories in the instrum ents 
b u t it would be appropriate and VEiluable to do a  factor analysis to define 
more vadid categories. However, th a t would require two hundred 
students to produce useful results. Some readers of the study might 
wonder what would be gEiined. In answer, I would like some quantifiable 
evidence to help convince teachers th a t portfolios are useful Emd worth 
the effort they involve. I believe tha t teachers are seeking some of the
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outcomes th a t were suggested by this longitudinal study.
When I began teaching in my present school in January  of 1994, I 
was the only staff member using a portfolio with students. I held the 
Portfolio Nights and other teachers were aware of them bu t were largely 
disinterested. In the following September, my principal asked me to 
explain my approach to the staff. A few weeks later, we attended a  
District professional development day where the topic was Student-Led 
Conferences. Somehow, the two concepts were blended and a  few 
teachers decided to use portfolios and to substitute student-led 
conferences for the regular paren t/teacher conferencing format. They 
also set up stations so th a t children could do activities with their 
parents to dem onstrate their learning. It was a  large change in a  short 
time. By the end of the 1994/95 school year, they had decided th a t 
using portfolios was too difficult and did not seem to offer benefits th a t 
their centers did not already accomplish. After their first attem pt, they 
added peirent/teacher conferencing back as requested by the pm ents. 
They have made continuous adjustm ents to their conferencing style bu t 
will not use portfolios. The only other teacher who uses them  is the 
other second grade teacher. No one uses them in upper grades where I 
believe the results would be even more dramatic.
Our teachers dropped the use of portfolios because they could not 
see the benefits and were not asking themselves the kinds of questions 
that would lead them to see the advantages. The benefits eure im portant, 
relevant and genuine bu t they are very subtle. They are deeper than  
improved test scores b u t they might go largely unnoticed without some 
guidance.
Most teachers are extremely busy. It's hard to find the time to 
read educational research and ponder over all of the new findings and
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techniques in each curricular area. Teachers, however, are seeking better 
ways of teaching so they tend to grab for new ideas to solve problems or 
improve instruction. They ju s t w ant to know how to apply these ideas 
to achieve improved results. Unfortunately, our lack of understanding 
may lead u s to abandon or misuse significant research findings, 
especially when more time is required to implement them and improved 
outcomes are not readily apparent. I believe the simple instrum ents 
designed for this study might assist others in  finding the types of 
outcomes th a t are good reasons to invest the time and energy required in 
order to use  portfolios in a  portfolio assessm ent system. The response of 
the studen ts is highly motivational.
Using portfolios does demand an  inquiring mind and a strong 
commitment from the teacher who chooses to use them. The reward, it 
appears, is students who develop a  sense of inquiry, a  sense of 
ownership, and greater abilities to express themselves with regard to 
their learning. The classroom becomes, I believe, truly a "portfolio 
culture".
The portfolio culture is important. The results are subtle b u t Eire 
also very powerful. The affect spills over into the home and into the 
school. Lines of communication are opened and an  enriched diEdogue is 
made possible. A new kind of conversation is brought into existence 
which is initiated in a genuine Eind independent scEurch to find out about 
the world. S tudents express their perceptions of the world and of their 
place in it.
If the implications of a portfolio culture were protracted to a 
whole school or district, the affects could be profound. The level of 
personal responsibility and involvement in each person’s learning could 
be greatly increased. As well, the individuEil’s sense of potency with
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respect to learning and to new learning situations could increase. These 
are the educational goals th a t are often aspired to, but are seldom 
achieved. It would appear th a t portfolios have the potential to move 
education in th a t direction.
The first requirement to investigate the tru th  of these assertions is 
for the individual teacher to be aware th a t these affects might be 
attained by m eans of a  portfolio assessm ent system. Beyond this 
however, there is need for colleagial support from other teachers, 
parental support, and administrative support so that the small successes 
realized in a single year could possibly be magnified or compounded 
throughout a child’s formal education.
This study has been one small step, attempting to spotlight some 
of the qualities inherent in portfolio assessm ent systems. I entered this 
inquiry in an  attem pt to specifically define some of the effects which 
could be attained through using portfolios. At this point in my study, I 
invite other teachers to expose and capitalize on further facets of the 
portfolio assessm ent system. I would hope th a t interest in the area will 
increase and activity would become more focused. Potentially, portfolio 
use could contribute in a  significant way to the overall enhancement of 
education in our schools.
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Using a Portfolio ...
1. Allows me to organize my work
2. Helps me watch and keep track of my progress in learning
3. Helps me to evaluate or judge my own work
4. Encourages me to make more choices in w hat I leam
5. Helps me feel more in charge of my own learning
6. Helps me to enjoy reading
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Using a Portfolio ...
7. Encourages me to read more often
8. Allows me to see what I am doing well in reading
9. Allows me to see what I need to do to improve my reading
10. Helps me to understand what good writing looks Uke
11. Encourages me to write more
12. Makes me enjoy writing more
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Using a Portfolio ...
13. Helps me to see what I do well in my writing
6 4
14. Helps me to see what I can do to improve my writing
15. Helps me to become a  better listener
16. Helps me to become a  better speaker
17. Allows me to think more clearly about my learning
18. Helps me to see that my learning is very important
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19. Shows me th a t my work has a good purpose
6 5
20. Helps me to be more interested in school and learning
21. Allows me to show and explain my work to other people
22. Helps me to feel proud of my work and my learning
23. Helps me to explain to my parents what I really do well
24. Helps me to explain to my parents what I can do to improve
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25. Encourages me to do my best effort when I work
66
26. Allows me to feel like a  good planner
27. Helps me to feel creative
28. Helps me to be a good evaluator or judge of work
29. Allows better understanding of others’ judgm ent of my work
30. Helps me to feel good about myself as a student
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ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT
[FOUR PAGES]
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Me at School
1. Most of the time at school I feel...
Happy
2. As a student I feel that I am ... 
Excellent
D D D D D Sad
0  D D D D Poor
3. Most of the time other students treat me ...
D D D D D
4. For most of the day I am ...
Interested Q D D D 0
Unkindly
U ninterested
5. I feel that I am  part of an active learning team ...
Always D D D D D
Me at School
6. I think of my work as ...
Interesting D 0  D 0  D Boring
7. My work and assignments are finished or completed ...
Always D D D D D Never
8. My work, assignments, and papers are organized ...
All of them  [J [J [J [J {J None of them
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9. My work is neat and carefully done ...
Always D D D D D Never
10. When my work gets marked it is mostly ...
Right D D Q D D
11. I give my work my best effort...
Always D D D Ü D Never
12. When I do my work I am usually ...
Fast D D D D D
13. During a school day the amount of work I am  able to do is
Big D D D D D
14. I am able to make choices in what I do ...
Often D D D D D Seldom
15. When I look a t my own work, I am able to make 
improvements or corrections for m yself...
D D D D DOften Seldom
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Me And My Teacher
16. 1 feel my teacher likes me ...
Always D D D D D
17. I feel that my teacher treats me ...
Kindly D D D D D Unkindly
18. When I think of my learning, I feel that my teacher wants 
me to b e ... _  _  _  _  _
Successful M U U U U Unsuccessful
19. When I think of my own learning, I feel that my teacher is ...
Helpful D D D D D Unhelpful
20. My teacher shows me of lets me know different ways I can 
improve my work or do better ...
D D Q D DOften .............................................. Seldom
21. I feel that my teacher wants me to be able to do many tasks 
for my self and make many choices ...
Often D D D D D Seldom
22. I feel that when it comes to school and school work, my 
teacher wants me to be ...
Interested 0  D D D D Uninterested
23. When we are learning together, I feel that my teacher is ...
Excited D D D D D Bored
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Me And My Parents
24. When my parents think about my school work, I feel they 
a re ...
Interested N N M U U U ninterested
25. When I explain to my parents what I am learning I find i t ...
Easy 0  0  [] [ | 0  Hard
26. I am able to show my parents certain things that I do w ell...
Easily D D D D D D ifficulty
27. I am able to explain ways in which I can improve or get
better in my school work ...
Easily D D D D D D ifficulty
28. My parents like to see my school work ...
Often D D D D D Seldom
29. My parents ask m e what I am doing at school...
Often D D D D D Seldom
30. I feel that my parents and my teacher work together so 
that I can leam to the best of my ability ...
D D D D DUsually Seldom
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ELEMENTARY READING ATTITUDE SURVEY 
SUMMARY RESULTS 
(1994)
tiles
Post
79
1
Portfolio Use in Grade 2; Jan u a ry -Ju n e  (1994)
Percen
Pre
E lem entary Reading Attitude Survey [McKenna & Kear (1990)1 
Recreational Academic Raw Scores
Student ID P re  Post Fre Post Pre ; Post
45
0
S tuden t No 
S tuden t No
1
: 2
31
14
3 4
15
I  26.....
; 16
35
18
57
30
69
33
S tuden t No ; 3 32 31 1 36 36 68 67 77 74
S tuden t No : 4 37 35 : 30 39 67 74 74 90
S tuden t No ; 5 33 3 7 : 36 31 69 68 79 77
S tuden t No : 6 31 32 : 20 29 51 61 26 57
S tuden t No : 7 33 28 ; 35 35 68 63 77 63
S tuden t No : 8 19 20 25 32 44 52 9 : 29
S tuden t No : 9 25 23 ! 18 21 43 44 8 9
S tuden t No i 10 11 10 21
S tuden t No 1 1 27 30 22 21 49 51 20 26
S tuden t No : 12 22 36 22 37 44 73 9 88
S tudent No 13 26 20 46 13
S tuden t No ; 14 38 40 f  38 38 76 78 93 95
S tuden t No ■ 15 34 37 ; 26 40 60 77 54 94
S tuden t No : 16 29 35 : 28 3 4 57 69 45 79
S tuden t No ! 17 37 3 4 : 32 3 7 69 71 79 84
S tuden t No ! 18 39 36 i 37 33 76 69 93 79
S tuden t No ; 19 24 2 4 ; 28 28 52 52 29 29
S tuden t No : 20 40 34 I 36 32 76 66 93 71
S tuden t No 21 27 34 : 29 33 56 67 41 74
Averages; 29.00 31.32 ; 27.14 32.05 56.14 63.37 48.20 63.05
72
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
APPENDIX IV 
ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL 
(1994)
1 ! !  : 1 1
Portfolio Use in Grade 2: January-June (1994)
Attitude Toward School; Semantic Differential
! Me at School I My Work My Teacher : My Parents Cumulative
Student i l D Pre Post ' Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
1
Student No 1 4.8 i 5.0 I  4.5 . 3 .4 4.8 5.0 i  4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5
Student No 21 3.8 ! 3.8 ! 2.6 2.0 4.1 4.9 4.3 3.9 3.7 3.6
Student No 3 4.8 I ! 4 .7 5.0 ' 4.4 : 4 .7
Student No '  4l 5.0 i  4.6 1 4.8 4.3 5.0 5.0 : 5.0 5.0 : 5.0 ' 4.7
Student No ' 5 4.2 1 ; 3.0 4.4 4.1 ' ! 3.9 1
Student No 6 4.2 1 3.6 1 4.1 i  4.7 4.1 4.5 ■ 4.1 ! 4.6 1 4.1 I  4.3
Student No I 7 i  5.0 i !  4 .7 4.9 1 ; 5.0 j : 4.9
Student No 8 4.0 1 4.4 ! 3.3 : 4.0 4.8 4.9 1 4.1 ! 5.0 ! 4.0 : 4.6
Student No 9 3.0 1 4.4 i  2.5 4 .4 3.8 4.6 ;  3.0 • 4.3 1 3.1 i 4.4
Student No ! loi i 3.4 ! '  3.7 5.0 i  i 4.4
1
1 4.1
Student No 1 11 3.8 1 4.6 1 4.2 : 3.2 5.0 5.0 1 4.0 i 4.6 i 4.2 i  4.3
Student No I  12 5.0 ! 4.8 Î 3.8 4.6 4.9 4.9 i 4.7 ' 5.0 ! 4.6 ' 4.8
Student No i 13 3.4 1 4.4 1 3.4 3.8 4.5 4.6 ! 4.1 ; 4.7 i  3.9 4.4
Student No ! 14 4.0 i  4.2 !  3.1 4 .0 4.8 5.0 , 4.4 5.0 :  4.1 4.5
Student No 15 5.0 i  3.8 1 3.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.7 4.7
Student No 16 3.8 :  4.0 : 3.7 4.1 5.0 5.0 3.1 4.7 3.9 4.5
Student No 17 4.6 '  4.4 4.6 4.2 5.0 4.8 4.4 4.3 :  4.7 4.4
Student No ; 18 4.8 1 5.0 1 4.3 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0
Student No 19 5.0 i  3.2 1 4.0 2 .7 4.4 5.0 3.3 5.0 1 4.2 4.0
Student No 20 4.8 !  5.0 I  4.2 4 .3 4.4 4.5 3.7 5.0 ! 4.3 4.7
Student No 21 4.6 i  4.2 !  4.6 4 .7 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.6 , 4.7 4.6
!  ! 1 ! : 1 1 !
Averages: 4.35 4.31 3.48 3.66 4.24 4.40 4.19 4.71 4.27 4.48
1 ! , 1 i  ;
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1994)
PAGE I OF 4
•G eneral Aspects* R e a d in g -
Item Num 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
S tuden t ID
.................:.......
Sex Organiz TrkPgm EvalOwni LmCho FeelChgi EnjoyRd RdgFreq
....................;......
Studen t No: i m 4 5 s i 41 4i 5 5
Studen t No: 2 m
S tuden t No: 3 m 5 5 5; 5i 5: 3 5
S tuden t No: 4 m 3 5 s i s i 5i 1 3
S tuden t No: 5 m 1 1 li 51 5i 1 5
S tuden t No: 6 m 4 5 5; 5, 4: 3 5
S tuden t No: 7 .....m ....i
S tuden t No: 8 m ! 4 5 5: 51 5; 5 5
S tuden t No; 9 4 2 s ; li 5; 5 1
S tuden t No: 10 r ] 5 2 li ll li 1 I
S tuden t No; 11 m 5 5 4j 3l 3i 3 3
S tuden t No; 12 m 4 5 s i s! 5i 5 5
S tuden t No; 13 1m 5 5 s i 41 s i 3 3
S tuden t No: 1 m 4 5 Si 31 3i 2 3
Student No: 15 f 5 5 5; 5 5: 5 5
S tuden t No: 16 m 4 4 3; 4 4 4 2
S tuden t No 17 m 4 4 5; 4 5; 4 3
S tuden t No: 18 m 4 5 5: 5: Si 1 I
S tuden t No; 19 m 5 5 Si 51 3i 5 3
S tuden t No; 20 f 5 5 5i 51 s i 5 5
S tuden t No: 2 1 f ; 5 5 5: 51 5; 5 5
Item Average: 4.21 4.37 4.42 4.16 4.32 3.47 3.58
General Average: 4.29
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1994)
PAGE 2 OF 4
i —Reading.........
Item Numb 8 ! 9 10
•Writing********
11 12 13 14 : 15 i
ImprWr Listen: S tuden t ; ID ; HowWell ImpRdg ; U nderW rW ritFre ; EnjoyWr HowWel
S tuden t No; 1 ; 5! 4; 5i 5; 4 4: 5: 51
S tuden t No: 2 ; !
S tuden t No; 3 ll li Si 5i 5 5 5: 51
S tuden t No; 4 ; 41 5i 5i 5i 51 5: 4i 51
S tuden t No; 5 ; ..... .51..... 5; s i s i 3 5 5i 5 l
 ̂S tuden t No; 6i 5l 5; 3 i 4i 21 s; 5i 4 l
S tuden t No; 7 ; ! : 1
S tuden t No; 8 ; 5 | 3i 4 i 4i 5 4; 5: 5j
S tuden t No; 9 ; li l i 5; 4i 3 4; 2i 5 !
S tuden t No; 10 i l[ li l i l i 1 2i 2i 1|
S tuden t No; 11 ; 4 | 5i 5; 4: 5 s i 5: 4 I
S tuden t No; 12 ; 5l 5i 5i 5i 5 5; 5i 5 i
S tuden t Noi 13; 51 5: 5 : 4; 4 5; 51 51
S tuden t No: 14;
........r.......
51 3: 3 i 3i 5 5! 4: 5 :
S tuden t No; 15 ; 5i 5; 5; 5; 5 5 5 : 5 i
S tuden t Noi 16 i 4; 5i 5i 4; 5 4 5; 4
S tuden t No; 17i 4 | 2i 5i 3i 4 5: 5i 4!
S tuden t No; 18; 51 5; 5i 5i 1 5 5: 51
S tuden t Noi 19 ; 5 | 3: 4 i s i 5 5; 5i 5 |
S tuden t No: 2 0 i 51 5i s i s i 5 s; si 51
S tuden t No; 21 ; s i 5i 5i s i 5 5: 5; 51
4.16 3.84 4.47 4.26 4.05 4.63 4.58 4.58
Reading Average:: 3.76 Writing Average: 4.40 :
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1994)
PAGE 3 OF 4
-Com m unication Skills- Explaining/Evaluating
3 .79 4 .16 4.63 4 .58 4 .6 3 4 .26 4 .63
Communication Average: 4 .3 9  :
Item Numbe 16 17 18 : 19 ! 2 0 21 22 23 .
Studen t ID ;Speakinj Thinkinj ;LmImpr ! W orPurp In terest Explain Pride DoPareni
S tuden t No; I 1 3 3! 2! 5 3 4 5
S tuden t No; 2 ;
S tuden t No; 3 ; 4Î 5 5; 5i 5 1 5! 5 ;
S tuden t No; 4 : 41 4 5i 2! 5 4 ! 5
S tuden t No; 5 ; 51 5 5 5! 5 5 5 5!
S tuden t Noi 6 ; 31 4 5i 5i 4 5 5 51
S tuden t No; 7 ;
S tuden t No; 8 s i 4 5! 5! 5 4 5; 5!
S tuden t No; 9 ; 51 3 4i 5; ............5 1 5i 51
Studen t Noi lOi 1} 3 3i 5i
E-
............5, 5 5! 5 !
S tuden t No; H i 2 | 4 4; 3 : 5 3 3! 3 ;
S tuden t No; 12! 5! 5 5i 5i 5 5 Si 5
S tuden t No! 13 : 41 5 5i 5i 4 5 5! 5
S tuden t No; 14 ; 2! 4 5! 5; 5 5 3 3
S tuden t No; 15 : 5 5 5; 5; 5 5 5 ; 5
Student No; 16! 21 2 4 ! 5; 5 4 4 2
S tuden t No; 17 ; 4! 3 5; 5i 5 5 4 :
S tuden t No; 18; 5! 5 5i 5i 5 5 5 5:
S tuden t No; 19 ! 5 | 5 5! 5! 5 5 5 51
S tuden t No; 20; 5; 5 5 5; 5 5 5 51
Studen t No; 21 5 : 5 5; 5! 5 5 5 5
4.58
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1994)
PAGE 4 OF 4
••**E>plalning/Evaluatlng/Reflection***************
I Item Numbe 2 4  25  2 6  2 7  28 29  3 0  :
's tu d e n t ID j Expl-Imp| BestEff : P lanning  Creative Evaluato: OthrEval FeelGdSlf
Avg
4.58 4.68 4.68 4.47 4.74 4.16
I Explaining/Evaluating/Reflection Average:
4.84
4.56
S tuden t No; I : 3 4; 5 : I! 4 : 4 ; 5; 4.03
S tuden t No; 2 ;
S tuden t No; 3 1 5 5; 5! 5! 51 3! 4! 4.40
S tuden t No; 4 5 5! 5! 5! 51 5; 5; 4.33
S tuden t No; 5 ; 5 5! 51 5 ; .......5,i...... 5! 5; 4.40
S tuden t No; 6 : 5 5! 5! 4! 5 ! 5; 5! 4.47
S tuden t No; 7 ; ; 1
S tuden t No; 8 ; 5 5! 5! 5! 5i 5 5! 4.73
S tuden t No; 9 4 3! 5 ; 5; 5i 4! 3 3.67
S tuden t No; 10; 5 5! 5! 5! 51 1! 5 2.83
S tu d en t No; 11 i 3 4! 3! 5! 21 3 5i 3.83
S tuden t No; 12 ; 5 5! 5! 5 ! 51 5! 5! 4.97
S tuden t No; 13 ; 5 5! 4 : 4; 5! 3 5 4.57
S tuden t No; 14; 5 5! 3! 3 5 ; 4 : 5 ! 4.00
S tuden t No; 15 i 5 5 5 5; 5: 5! 5 5.00
S tuden t No 16! 3 4 : 5 ; 4; 5 3! 5 3.93
S tuden t No: 17 4 .........4!...... 4! 4 : 4! 4 ; 5 4.17
S tuden t No! 18! 5 5! 5! 5 5 5 : 5 4.57
S tuden t No; 19 ! 5 5i 5  ; 5 ! 51 5; 5! 4.77
S tuden t No; 20 5 5! 5 ; 5! 51 5 5 5.00
S tuden t No; 21 5 5; 5! 5! 5 5 5! 5.00
4.35
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1996)
PAGE I OF 4
...........Reading—
Item Nuit 1 2 3 4 5 .
............... : ...............1
6 ; 7 1
S tuden t ID Sex ^Organiz TrkPg CvalOwri LmCho FeelChg: EnjoyRd; RdgFreq;
S tuden t No; I f 5 3; 4 3; 5; 41
S tu d en t No 2 m 5 5; 5 5 5; 5 i
S tuden t No; 3 f 5 4i 5i 2 5; 51
S tu d en t No; 4 m 5 5i 5; 5 ; 5 ; 51
S tu d en t No; 5 m 5 s i 5i 5 51 51
S tu d en t Noi 6 f 5 3i 51 1; l i  31
S tuden t No; 7 f 5 3i 2i li 5 4!
S tuden t No; 8 m 5 5i 5! 5 : 5 : 51
S tu d en t No; 9 m 1 5 3i si 3; 3i 31
S tu d en t No; 10 .... f . 4 3i 51 3i si 5l
S tuden t No; 11 m 5 3i 41 5 ; 5 : s i
S tuden t Noi 12 m ; 4 3Î 21 1; 5; 2!
S tuden t No; 13 f 5 5i 5i 5; 5 51
S tuden t No; 14 m ^ 4 4; 3 5 ; 3 51
S tuden t No; 15 m 5 5; 5: 3 5: 51
S tuden t No; 16 f 5 2 4 ' 1 : 5 1
S tuden t No; 17 f 4 si 51 4 ; 5 ; 5i
S tuden t No; 18 m 5 si 5! 5; 5; 4!
S tu d en t Noi 19 f 5 si 5| 5; 3 :............. 3 j
S tuden t No: 20 m 5 5; 31 si l! 1 i
..................i '
Item Average: 4.80 4.55 4.05 4.35 3.60 4.30 4.00
General Average: 4.27
: 1
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1996)
PAGE 2 OF 4
; —Reading.........
Item Numb 8 | 9
! S tudent : ID j HowWell ImpRdg
Student No: 1 !
; S tudent No; 2 ;
; S tudent No;
I S tudent No;
I S tudent No:
I .......................................... *Student No;
31
5i
4|_
51
51
3i
I S tudent No; 1 3 1
I  Student No; 8 ; Si
! S tudent Noi 9 ; 
I S tudent No; 1 0 1 
I S tudent No; 11 i 
j S tudent Noi 12; 
I S tudent No; 13 i 
I S tudent No; 14; 
S tudent Noi 15; 
S tudent Noi 16; 
j  Student No; 17i 
I S tudent No; 18; 
[Student Noi 19; 
I  Student Noi 20:
5i
3|
21
51
5!
51
4!
_4|
si
si
4l
10
••Writing* 
11 i 12 13
UnderW rW ritFre ; EnjoyWn HowWel
5;
5i
5i
5;
5;
3i
l i
3;
5;
5:
s i
5;
s i
21
5
5
5
5
5
5;
3i
4i
5;
5i
5;
4i
4;
si
Sii
3:
5;
5:
5:
si
5;
5i
, 5 ;
s i
s i
4i
5;
5i
5;
_4i
5:
2i
5
5
5
li
5l
41
5].,
51
2Î
14
ImprWr
15
Listen
Reading Average: 4.08 Writing Average:: 4.21
5!
5
51
5!
si
3! 
1 I
_5i 
4! 
1 ! 
si
5!
5
4:
5!
1
5i 
51 
1 ; 
1 :
4.20 3.80 4.40 4.60 4.10 4.15 3.80 3.80
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
82
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1996)
PAGE 3 OF 4
— C om m unication  Skills - [ •••Explaining/Evaluating
' Item N um be 16 [ 17 18 19 20 [ 21  2 2  ; 23
; S tudent ID I Speakinj T hinkingL m lm pr : W orPurp Interest Explain P ride DoPareni
S tudent No: 1 3 5; 5; 5; 5; 5: 5 5
Student No: 2 5i 5i 5i 5i 51 5i 5 5
Student Noi 3 51 5i 5i 5i 5i 5: 4 4
S tudent Noi 4 5i 5i 5i 5i 5i 5i 5 5
S tudent No: 5 5i 5i 5; 5i 51 5i 5 5
: S tudent Noi 6 41 3i 4i 5\ 51 3i 4 5
Student Noi 7 3i 5i 5; 4i 31 4 4 3:
i S tudent No; 8 51 4! 5; 5 | 51 5i 5 5i
[ S tudent Noi 9 2 | 3Î 3i 3l 31 3: 3 3
! S tudent Noi 10 5! 5i 4i 4; 31 3; 2 21
I S tudent Noi 11 5l 6i 5; 5; 5l 5: 5 5 i
1 S tudent Noi 12 5l 5i 5i 5i 51 5i 5 5i
S tudent Noi 13 5! 5i 5i 5i 5! 5 5 51
Student Noi 14 31 5i 4i 4i 2i 4 3 5
S tudent No 15 5; 5; 5i 5; 5i 5i 5 5
S tudent No: 16 2 5i 4i 3 li 5 4 3
S tudent Noi 17 li 2i 5; 5; 5; 2 4 5
S tudent Noi 18 41 5; 4Î 5i 5i 5! 5 51
i S tudent Noi 19 1| s i 3: 3i 51 5i 3 51
i S tudent Noi 2 0 li 2 i 3i 5i 2l 5 4 5i
3.70 4.50 4.45 4.55 4.20 4.45 4.25 4.50
Com m unication Average: 4.20 :
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SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL: PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SUMMARY RESULTS 
BY STUDENT & INDIVIDUAL ITEM 
(1996)
PAGE 4  OF 4
Explaining/Evaluating/Reflection
Item Numbe 2 4   ̂ 25
student ID i Expl-Imp BestEff
26 27 28 29 30 Avg
Planning Creative Evaluate! OthrEval FeelGdSlf
Explaining/Evaluating/Reflection Average; 4.46
S tuden t No 1 5: 5 5; 5 5 4- 5! 4.71
S tuden t No 2: 51 5 5 ; 5 ; 5: 5; 5; 5.00
S tuden t No 3 3 5 4; 4; 51 5; 5; 4.53
i S tuden t No 4: 5! 5 5 5; 51 5 ; 5 : 5.00
S tuden t No 5i 5 5 5 5 ; 51 51 5: 5.00
j S tuden t No 6: 51 5 5 : 4; 5! 5; 5; 4.29
Î S tuden t No 7 31 4 3: 3: 4 ! 5 ; s i 3.59
j S tuden t No 8 si 5 4 : 5 ; 3i 3; 5! 4.65
' S tuden t No 9 4 | 3 3 : 4 : 3! 3; 3; 3.12
I S tuden t No 10 li 1 5: 5; 4 I 4 ; 3 : 3.12
’ S tuden t No H i 5! 5 5 : s i s i 4; 5 : 4.88
S tuden t No 12: 51 5 5 ; 5 ; 5l 5i 5; 5.00
S tuden t No 13 5i 5 5; 5! 51 s i 5; 5.00
S tuden t No 14 4; 5 4: 3; 4 5 ; 5 : 4.06
S tuden t No 15 5! 5 5 5 5i 5 5 5.00
Studen t No 16 2; 1 5; 3 ; 4 2 1 i 2.82
S tuden t No 17 5 3 5; 5 : 5| 5; 5 : 4.24
S tuden t No 18; 51 5 5 : 5 : 51 4; 5; 4.82
; S tuden t No 19; ..... .̂1..... 5 5 ; 5 ; 5l 51 5; 4.18
Studen t No 20 51 5 4; 4; 5l 3; 5: 3.53
4.35 4.35 4.60 4.50 4.60 4.35 4.60 4.33
R eproduced  with perm ission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without perm ission.
APPENDIX VII
PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
CATEGORY SCORES 
(1994)
Portfolio Use in  Grade 2: January-June (1994)
Attitude Toward School: Semantic Differential
General Reading Writing Com cation! Other NonWgted
Student ID Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post i Pre [ Post Pre Post i Average
S tuden t No 1 4.41 4.81 4.6| 3.21 3.81 4 .0 3
S tuden t No ' 2 : I i 1
S tuden t No 3 5.0! 2.51 5.01 : 4 .8 4.31 4 .4 0
S tuden t No 4 4.61 3.21 4.8! ; 3.5 4.91 4 .3 3
S tuden t No 5 2.61 4.01 4.61 ! 5.0 5.0i 4 .4 0
S tuden t No 6 ' 4.6l 4.51 3.81 4.2 4.9 | 4 .4 7
S tuden t No 7 : ' : 1 1 1 ; 1
S tuden t No 8 1 4.81 1 4.5l 4.4l : 4 .8 4.9i 4 .7 3
S tuden t No 9 3.41 2.0l 3.61 4.5 4.01 3 .6 7
Studen t No 10 2.01 l.Ol 1.4! 3.0 4.6i 2 .8 3
S tuden t No 11 4.01 3.81 4.81 3.7 3.4i 3 .8 3
S tuden t No 12 4 .8 ' 5.01 5.01 5.0 5.01 4 .9 7
Studen t No 13 4.81 4.01 4.61 4.7 4.6i 4 .5 7
S tuden t No 14 4.01 3.21 4.01 4.3 4.1: 4 .0 0
S tuden t No 15 5.0! 5.01 5.01 5.0 5.01 5 .0 0
Studen t No 16 3.81 3.81 4.6| 3.7 3.9! 3 .9 3
S tuden t No 17 4.41 3.21 4.41 4.2 4.31 4 .1 7
Studen t No 18 4.81 3.0! 4.2i 5.0 : 5.01 4 .5 7
Studen t No 19 4.61 4.01 4.81 5.0 5.01 4 .7 7
S tuden t No 20 5.01 5.01 5.0l 5.0 5.01 5 .0 0
Student No 21 5.0: 5.01 5.01 5.0 5.01 5 .0 0
Averages: 4.29 3.761 4.401 4.40 4.56 4.35
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APPENDIX VIII 
PERCEIVED VALUES OF PORTFOLIOS 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
CATEGORY SCORES 
(1996)
1 !  ! i  ' 1 i i  :  i
Portfolio Use In Grade 2: 1995-1996
Attitude Toward School; Sem antic Differential
General Reading Wilting Com'cation Other NonWted
S tuden t ID Pre 1 Post 1Pre Post Pre Post ! Pre ! Post Pre Post Average
S tu d en t No : 1 ' 4.01 3.8 3.2 ! 4 .7 4.9 4.62
S tu d en t No 2 5.01 5.0 5.0 1 ' 5 .0 5.0 5.00
S tu d en t No 3 4.21 4.2 4.4 : : 5 .0 4.4 4.55
S tu d en t No 4 : 5 .o | 5.0 5.0 1 ; 5 .0 5.0 5.00
S tu d en t No 5 5.01 : 5.0 5.0 I  5.0 5 .0  : 5.00
S tuden t No 6 : 3 .4 | : 2.5 3.4 1 ! 4 .0 4 .6  ! 4.23
S tuden t No 7 i 3.01 3.5 3.0 ' 1 3 .5  i 3 .8  i 3.55
S tuden t No 8 5.0 | 5.0( 5.0 i 4.8 4.5  : 4.68
S tuden t No 9 ' 3 .8 | 3.5 ' 3.6 i  ' 3 .0  ' 3.2 3.14
S tuden t No 10 4.01 4.0i 2.6 i 3 .7 3.0 3.12
S tuden t No 11 4.2! 4.81 4.4  5 .2 4.9  : 4.87
S tuden t No 12 3.01 2.81 5.0 ' 5 .0 5.0 5.00
S tuden t No 13 5.0! 5.01 5.0 I 5.0 5.0  1 5.00
S tuden t No 14 4.2i 4.2! 3.4 i 3 .7 4 .2  ; 4.00
S tuden t No 15 4.61 5.01 5.0 ! ! 5 .0 5.0  i 5.00
S tuden t No 16 ! 3.01 , 3 .2 | • 3.8 i  1 2 .7 3.0  i 2.87
S tuden t No 17 4.61 4.81 4.8 ! 3 .8 4 .4  I 4.24
S tuden t No 18 5.01 4.5l 4.6 i 4.7 4.9 4.80
S tuden t No 19 5.01 4.0l 5.0 ! 3.0 4.8 : 4.16
S tuden t No 20 i 4.41 1.8l 3.0 I  2.3 4.5 3.44
I ! ; 1 ' 1 i :
Averages: 4.27! 4.081 4.21 ; 4.20 4.46 4.31
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